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FOREWORD "

The Legislative Report, Louisiana State Assessment Program, Reading, S
, Writing, and Mathematics s the fifth in a series of reports on the )

Louisiana State Assessent Program. The aim of the Legislative Report is to- i
provide an indication of how well public’ school students perform on . -
_established minimum standards in the basic skill areas of reading, writing, o
and mathematics. This report is designed to become the impetus for cRange . - .  *
in our classrooms, from ‘the kindergarten level through high school. .What ‘
follows is the ¥ormation of educational policy leading to sound research,
curriculum change, and effective program development formed cooperatively,
- with policy makers, parents, educators, "and taxpayers—at—large.
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‘ "7 LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM .
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. INTRODUCTION .
. >

Begann:ng in 1977, in accordance with Act No. 621*% of the 1977 Regu%ar
Session -of the Louisiana Legislature, the Bureau of Accountabiltity of the

. Office of Research and Development accepted the princip# responsibility: fof

the i ementation of a student assessment program._. Minimal standards were
identified'and disseminated statewide in the basic Qkaﬂs of readmg,
writing,” and mathematics. For each subject an addusory council “was
established to develop the standards. ‘The advasory councils were composed
of teachers, administrators, university and co)lege faculty, and educational
specialists in each particular area. Each par:sh hﬁd representation on at
least one of the three basic.skills advisory counci :

These standards, identified for instructional purposes, are skulls,that
students are expected to know at specified gg;de levels. In addition,
minimal performance standards for students enable teachers to focus their
instructional program upon those skills .that are essential and those basic
skills that are tested rough the statewide assessment program. The .
program clear‘y identifies for students and teachers what is expected of

N

ing a system of accountak&l*t& for Louisiana schools, the
legisla rovides a framework within which the school systems, the
Louisiana Department of Educatxon, the State Board of Elementary and
Secondary Education, and the’ legislature can work cooperatave!y ‘0 establ ish
2 system for accountability. , N BEY .

. Act 621 allowed the Sugkr:nt ndent gf Educatxon'i%e flexibility to
estab!ash the grade levels to be/tested within the framework of the State -
Assessment Program. Grades L, 8, and 11 were originally selected for fall
testing. Beginning in the 3980-!981 schopl year, testing was conducted in
.grades 3, 7, and 10, thereby permitting the results of individual students
to be available to the teacher'at the beginning of .the 1981-1982 school year
for individual snstructu§ni? planning. In 1982—83, grade 3/was removed from
the Louisiana State Assessmen. Program and added to the ic Skills Testing
Program. Therefore the 1982-83 program measured the total performance of
all public school students in-grades 7 and 10 on minimal basic skills in
.reading, writing, and mathematics. An open—ended writing task was adman~
‘istered to students in grades 3, 7 and 10. . ‘ ‘

The success of the Louisiana State Assessment Program i§ dependent on./
the fullest possible participation at the local ievel. For this reasgn,
the State Superintendent of Education Spponnted statewide sdeect area
councils to advise the Lou:saana Departmen; of Education staff in the
selection of goals and objectives, in the selection of items to measure
these objectives, in the refinement of the instrument in each basic sk:ll,
and ;n the analysis and znterpretatnon of ' the' results. :

. LN LN »

7

»

<
hY
2 ~ -

*(T:tle 17. Sections 391.1 through 391.9 of the Lounsnana Revised Statutes .
of 1950) R
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SCOPE OF. THE )98il83 LOUISIANA ‘STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

N

N - »

-

~~ The major purpose of the LSAP is the assessment of student performance
in reading, writing, and mathematics. A sécondary aim o%;the program is to

~-collect demographlc4eata on all students relating te pargntal education,

 parental_occupation,™and size of famjiy. The source of these“data-is ar

survey on' oocﬁ answer sheet. . The survey questions provide data hnghlsghtvnq;

i
- N Y ! ?

student c&aracterrstxos bear:ng a\)e!ataonshap to scholastic achvevement.

-
-

‘Reading - f“ o
The f: three components of the 1982—83 program was the assessment
of ‘student a vevement in reading. The assessment was conducted in the -
spring. of 1983 in grades 7 and 10. The tests were designed to assess .
reading; performance based on minimal grade level standards establ ished by
Louisiana educators and described in the publication, Minimum Standards—
ﬂaxamum Goals for Reading in Louisiana, Grades 1—12 (Louisiana Department
of Education, 1977). Tables 1 and 2 list the domains; the number of.
objectives and the ﬁumber of items in each doma;n for read:ng.

L

- M ‘ ‘ ' . .% .
Tablo 1 ) . -7 i
M 2 < - .
GRADE 7 \ . » .
- Number of Objectives and ltems R ,Qgg
- Used in Reading anains . . )
‘ N
. - Numper of . Nuhber-
Domain Objectives ~ of ltems R
I. Vocabulary 2 . . 8 .
11. Phonetic An2lysis 2 MR 8 i
11l. StructuraY Analysis b 16 .- Y
- 1V. Comprehension L 7 . \ 28 -
V. Study Skills '3 /) 12

k‘ "< ". NN

Total Rﬁeﬁjng Test i 18" ~ ’ 72 - o

2 * J . -~ \‘

The test for GRADE ] assessed studont per formance’ in the,f:ve domatns
indicated above. Performance was assessed across 72 multiple—choice items
measuring 18 objectives.- Each;obJectsve in the five domains was tested . -
by four items. Seven objectives were assessed under the damain .
“"Comprehension." "Structural Analysis" was'measured by four*ob;ect:ves.
Three objectives were included under "Study Skills,” and two ob;eotaves were
assessed for the domains; “'WVotabulary" and '"Phonetic Analys:s.“‘.

- N
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. ~ - . Table 2 .~ ~ . .
N N * ’ . “ a~ ) ) N 3 |
’ \ oLy ERIDEle ‘ - A
v . - Nunber of Objectives and !;ans .. * . .
< o - _ Used in. Reading Douains ‘ 3 el
., o \ ;r . Number of  Number . .
' Oomain . A ,g_fnectwes of ltems o ~
% T . . .
o +  i. V\ocabulary oy - .8 :
s - 11, Word Attack Skills ‘ 20 . w8 S
: N B Comprebension 9 - X 36 ’
£ SV, Study Skills \ - . 5 T 20
< < \ 3‘_ )
Total Reading \Tes.t' ;‘ foen .. s 1§ .\ 72. J -_ Co

hd i hd

\ On th read:ng test for GRADE 10 performance in four doma:ns was .
measured b§'18‘bb3ectnvas across 72 items. Nire obg;ctnves were included

under the ‘domain "'Comprehensign,” five under the domain “Study Skills,"

- two under the domaih "Word Aftafk Sk:!ls.“ and two under ‘the domain o
. “Vacabu?ary e o~ Q“ ‘ ‘ : ., ~
n e ‘ A . C Vo LY :
Writing " . " e ? T
. The second component of the 1982-83 program was the assessment of~ ’
! % student athievement -in writing. As 'in_the other content areas, writing was
. assessed across two grade levels: seyknth and-tenth. The tests were !

based on the minimal stahdards
d described in the-publication,

designad to assess writing performan
established by Louigiana educators
Louisiana Minimum Standards for }

of Education, 1978). Tables 3 -and b list the domains, the number of - .
objectives, and the number of items in each domain for writing. ° .
. m‘%“ AN N Ol s N » . ’
. > S : ,
ﬂ"J "; i . > T.b]e 3 j i . .
.iq L BN 1

{  ~ GRADE 7
' . Number of Objectives and Items

Used in Hriting Duna!ns .
e o Number of Number .
Domain . . Objectives of |tems o
N ;'“ - - .
‘1. Spelling : e 16 v
: " 1l. Capitalization 2 8
- 111, Punctuation ’ . 2 8 _ .
. "1V, Language Structure 5 20 . T
Total Writing Tes@ . 13 o 52 . )
R — /
- . ,’; ;.., N
b 13- -
oo N L
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- - o ’
* The writing test for GRADE 7 assessed student performance in four .
domains with a total of 52 items. “Spel!ung" contained five objectives.
“'Language Structure' had four objectives. "Punctuation' and ’
.~ . '"capitalization" each had tNQ,ObJGCthQSn Each objective was-measured
\ byfmnvtmm._ . . o
. ;2' N ) " fThbla LR : oo .
' . L N ‘smmzzo «
o " Nunbgr of Objcctivos and | tems ,
-t Co o . Usad in wrmng Domains = .
. t : Number of . . Number B
. o Domain - _ Objectives’ "of items -
. vi.“\Spe]fing 3 . 12 oL d
R - » 11, Capitalization’ 3 12 .
111. Punctuation ~ 4 16
_ 1V, Language Structure L 16
V. DOrganization t 1 c - b . -
" Total Writing Test " 15 ‘ 60
e , The test for GRADE 10 measured 15 obJect‘ves with 60 items. Four

" objectives were included in the domain of ''Punctuation" and "Language
.Structureg" M"Capitalization" and ''Spelling" were measured by three

objectiveS. The domain.of "Organization" consisted of one objective.:
"Each obJect:ve was measured by four items‘ \
) ~' -~ - N N *
x * ~ . ,{
T , R -
. . |
\ - » " — <
"o 4 { ‘
‘ - N Y . ~
3 ' r
# *
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. “mathematics" ) . . ?
The third component of the program was the assessment of student
achievement in mathematics. As were reading and writing, the mathematics

assessment was conducted in the spring of 1983 in gra and 10. The
tests were designed to assess mathematics performance’ b on minimal
standards established by Louisiana educators and.describped in the
publication Louisiana Minimuh Standards for Mathematics gsadesul~12
(Louisiana Department of tducation, 1978). Tables 5 an list the domains,
items in each -~

the number of objectives vn each domain, and the number ©

. domain, : . ~
~ ' ‘ \\ .
Table 5
S . GRADE 7 N .
R Nunber of Objectives and |tems

- L « Used inaﬂathumatscs Donains

. ~ ~ A _ Number of =~ Number
Domain . . Objectives of items
1. Numeration ' 2 8
i1. Whole Number Operations 2 \ 8
i11. Fractions and Operations 4 16
N IV, Decimals Decimal n . \ ‘
. Operatjo 2 8
V. Percent, Ratno, and
Propoption * ‘ 3 12 v

Vi. Relations -and functions 1 4
Vii. Measurement and Estimation } b
S Vil). Geometry i ) h
- IX. Problem Solving 3 §12
Total Mathematics Test . ~ 19 ' > 376*

N . . . .
- >
. *
.
N

The mathematics test for GRADE 7 assessed student performance in nine
domains with a total of 76 Jdtems. The domain of "Fractions and Operations"
was measured by four obgectsves; "Problem Solving' and.'Percent, Ratio, and
Proportion' contained three objectives. "Decimals and Decimal Operatuéns,"

Y "whole Number Operations,' and “Numeration' included two objectives. One
objective was used to measure each of the remaining domains: "Relations and
Functions,' "Measurement and Estimation,' and “"Geometry.'" Each objective
was measured by four items. .

-~
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\ ,i’; - Table 6

GRADE 10’
Number of Objectives and items
Used in Mathematics Domains

- . \\\ Number of Number

Domain__ 4 _ Objectives of ltems :
. Numeration 1 1 b
11. Whole Number, Operations ; 2 8
111, Fractions and Operations 3 12 ¢
1V, Decimals and DeC|maa S -
Operations A '3 16
V. Percent, Ratio, and \ ’ .
Proportion - 2 8 .
Vi. Relations and Functions 2 8
Vil. Measurement and Estimation 2 « 8 B
Vili. Geometry ~ 2 8 N
1X. Problem Solving 2 8-
Total Mathematics Test o 20 ~ 80

— . .

The mathematics test for GRADE 10 consisted of 80 items measuring nine

domains. Four objectives were included in the domain of "Fractions and

Operations,’, and three obJect;ves tested "Decimals and Decimal Qperationg."

Two opjectives were included in the domains of "Whole Number Operations,"
"Relations and Functions," "Percent, Ratio, and Proportiom," "“Problem

Solv:ng” and "'Geometry'; and one in the domain of "Numeration."
previous tests, Etach obJectsve was measured by fogy items.

As
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:\ made the tést more difficult and therefore reduced the average percent

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE 1982-83 LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT RESULTS
’ A0 e -

>

k)
Several trends are indicated in the 1982-B3 assessment results. .The
summary presented here is‘'not intended to be a comprehensnve review of this

report.

However, it serves as a comparative overview of how students

performed to the minimum standards established by State edutators. There

was a marked improvement in the average percent correct scores of students

*

Reading 10th -Grade : .

4

Reading 7th Gnade

in both grades on the Louas:ana State Assessment Test.

>

PN

More students were tested at the seventh grade this year than last
year. A total of 55,702-studepts were tested, or 1,232 students more
than, last year (Sb h?O) . .

¢+ )
FThe average percent corréct in reading :ncreased by approximately 2
percent. .
in 211 five domains ("Vocabulary." "Phonetic Analys:t " MStructural °
Analysis,"” "Comprehension" and “Study Skills") “scores markedly .
improved over prev:ous years. g

The domain of "Phonetic Analysis” showed the greatest xmprcvement,

The domain of "Structural Analysis" showed the smal)est gain.

-

. = -

Fewer ‘'students were tested in Reading at the tenth grade thvs~year

“than last year. A total of 46,510 students, or 1,284 fewer students s

than last year (L7,79%), were tesg&d: t . . .

Tha average percent correct in read:ng xncreased ¥ pe:cent.‘ of
the four domains assessed in reading, 'Vocabulaty" .showed the

greatest gain. 'Word Attack Skills" ranked second, while the domains .

of "Comprehension” and ''Study Skills" reflected identical gains.

* N . N
«
gx N .
N Y hd - -
k) ~ a0

~;§wris§ng 7th Grade ‘ _ ‘ o .

The seventh grade- wr:tsng section of the Louisiana State Assessment -
Test was “leveled" in order that all objectives used would reflect minimal
standards that should be mastered at the seventh grade. This would have

correct from last year.

B ‘*.

A

More students were tested in wr;t:ng at the seventh grade this year
than last year. A total of 55, 632 students nigg—tsited or 1,296
students more than !ast year (5h4,336). ST

assessment test and prevnous testssm# .

A A S, AR A e T 23 R ) S 18 a0

No direct comparison can be made with the results of the’ 1982t§%:>

L4
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Writing lom'sn&
: - The tdnth grade wrat:ng section of the Louisiana State Assessment Test
was also "leveled" in order that all objectives used would reflect minimum,
standards that should be mastered at the tenth grade. This would have made

v the test more-difficult and,’ therefoqe, reduced the average percent correct
. from last year; however, a conssderable ;mprOVement tn the wrlt'ng test
| results occurred.
- . ‘ N
. % As in reading, fewer students were tested in writing.at the tenth
grade this year than last year. A total of 46,450 students were
tested, or 1,199 fewer than last year (47,649).
o * As with the seventh grade wrcting test no direct comparison can be
o made with the results of the 1982—-83 Assessment test and previous
tests.
Hathematics 7th Grade
’ There were 55, 568 students assessed in mathematncs for the 1982—-83 school -
year. - This was an additional 1, 392 students over last year. o :
% The average percent correct in mathemat»cs was 68 lk percent. This
. ) was a gain-of.1.77 percentage points.

% ° The domain of "Problem Solving" showed, the greatest gain of 3.5 -«
percent, even though it had the lowest average percent correct. The
average percent correct for '“Numeration" ranked~second among the :

. domains in mathematics. The domains of "Decimals and Decimal .
Operations," "Percent, Ratio and Proportion,' "Relations and
Functions," and "Measurement and Estimation" reflected gains}of-
approxxmately 2 percent above the average percent correct reported
last year in mathematics. Three domains: "Fractiond and Operations,”
"Geometry,'" and “Whole Number Operatnons“ had similar gains of 1.5~
percent; ot
Hathematacs 10th Grade
A total of 46,202 students were tested, or 989 fewer students than last year
(57,191).
* The average percent correct in mathematics was 71. 32 percent, ~.This
. ) was a gain of 1.15 percentage poynts.
N ; %  Of the nine domains asséssed in mathematics, one showed .a very high
* ¢ gain over last year's assessment. The average percent correct for
i the domain of "Decimals and Decimal Operations” increased 2.25 - ,
. percent’ over the previous year's average percent correct. The ’

average percent correct for "Numeration" was up from last year's
score, followed closely by the domain of "Fractions andJOperaticns.
The domain of "Relations and Functions"” had an increase in average
percent correct of approximately 1.6 percent. The "domains of
“Percent,.Ratic, and Propgrtion' followed "Whole Number Operations"
which increased approximately 1 percent. "Gecmetry" had the
~smallest average percent correct over last year' $ assessment.
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TEST ADMINISTRATION AND REPORTING PROCEDURES

Coordination of the 1982-83 State Assessment was accomp!lished by: the
Louvisiana Department of Education through a parish coordinator in each local
school system. Within the system there was a test coordinator in each

‘school. At the classroom jevel, there were one or, more test administrator.

As the Department of Educatson s contact for all assessment activities,
the parish- codrdinators had three functions: making testing arrangements,
distributing assessment materials, and training school test coord:nators.
Within each participa®ing school, the school test coordinator was -
responsible for materials control and the supervision of test ' ’
administration. The tests were administered by test admsn:strators in
regular classroom situations. R .

Assessment materials were routed from the parcsh coordinators through
the school coordinator for distribution to the test administrators within a
‘school. Assessment materials were collected and pscked up by the scornng
contractor in the reverse of the above chain of command.

Within a period of 15 ‘school days {(March 21-April 8) specified by the
Louisiana Uepartment of Education, the parish test coord:natog ‘scheduled the
assessment in collaboration with the school coprdinators. Approximate
_administration times were scheduled and were suffrcvent?y flexuble to
" encourage students to complete the. test.

The returned materials were routed through the school test coordinators
to the parish coordinators. The scoring and analysis contractor collected
the materials and assembled them for processing. After processing, the
various reports specified by the Louisiana Department of Education were
generated.. - / Ty

The 1982~83 Louisiana State Assessment Program of Reading,’ Writing, and’
Mathematics provided information on performance at the State, parish, school
and student levels in grades 7 and  10. Student performance was reported in
number and percent correct of each objective along with a total for each.
domain and 3 total for the entire test. School, parish, and State reports
were.given in terms of average percent correct .(APC). The APC was
determined by dividing the total number of correct responses for the group
by the total possable correct responses for that group, then multiplying by
100.

«
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‘ N > T . . * X \‘
. APPROXIMATE ALLOCATION OF TIME FOR THE ,
\ 1982-83 LOUISIANA READING, WRITING, AND MATHEMATICS ASSESSMENT
\ ) -~ Tt : * )
N S ‘ - ‘
¢ " Distributing -
- . Materialis .. . :
" and Giving Administering’ Stretch Total
Grade Subject " Directions Test Questions Break Time .
) 7 Reading\ : , - 25 minutes 65 minutes 10 minutes }Ogﬁminétes
) 7 Writing Skills " 10 minutes .50 minutes’ —_— .
. . and Writing o SR o, . .,
” Exercises ~ - . 35 minutes. —————= 35 minutes
7 _Mathematics 10 minutes’ *85 minutes 5 minutess 100 minutes
+ 10 Reading 25 minites * 65 minutes 10 minutes 100 minutes
10 Writing Skills 10 minutes " 50 minutes N .
) -and Writing el ~ ) \
- Exercises - — 35 minutes 95 minutes
10 ° Mathematics . 10 minutes 85 minutes 5 'minuteé 100 minutes

p—
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1

This section contains state level regy tion basic skills test
averages for grade 7 and grade 10. Figures ar resented for each test and
domain. .Objective performance is summardzed o the figure for the domain in
which the objective falls. A narrative describing the test and the type of
item used to measure the object;ve eccompan»es each figure. The descriptions
of: items prov:ded in this rep t are brief; however, complete descriptions
and examples are available in the item specifications dsstr:buted by the
Bureau of Accountahility of the Louisiana Department of Education.

Grade 7] reading performance is summarized followed by‘wr:t:ng and
mathematics. Figure | contains information concerning total test
perforlance in reading and in the five domains_included in that subject.
Figures 2 through 6 contain information perta‘n:ng to statewide performance
at the domain and obJectrve levels for each of the five reading domains.
Total test and domain summaries in seventh grade writing are shown in Figure
7. HMore specific ‘information at the _domasn and objective levels are
summarized in Figures 8 through ¥, The wathematics total test and domain

" scores are found in Figure 12, Domain and objective level performance ‘in

grade 7 mathematics are in Figures 13 through 21. Figures 22 through 24 are
line graphs comparing the performance of
State Assessment Test over the years it has been administered. The first
graph summarizes total test, domain, and dbjective performance in reading.
The second graph for writing has no comparison because of the test revision.
The third graph summarizes the total tesf, domain, and objective performance
in mathematics. " Only ope year is shown in mathematics since there were
revnsaons in both seventh ‘and tenth grade mathematics for the 1981—82 school
year. \

Tenth grade reading total test performance is shown in Figure 25, .~
Figures 26 through 29 illustrate State level domain and objective \
performance -in reading. State writing performance in the tenth grade s

‘ summarized in Figures 30'through 35. State mathematics: performance in the

tenth grade is summarized in Figures 36 through 45. Annual comparisons
among reading and mathematics are shown in Figures 46 and .48, As with the
seventh grade writing test, no comparason can be made among the 1982-83
writing ai§essment and those of previous years.

b

examinees -on the Grade 7 Louisiana '

N



‘,\

-

N . -
LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
] GRADE 7 READING = Y
Regular Education ) N = 55,702
’ Averigg‘Percent Correct = APC

TOTAL TEST SCORE . _/ © 81.83
DOMAIN: kL | | - -
VOCABULARY . - 857

- PHONETIC ANALYSIS &W&k\m\m&w\&x\\&m&& s L - T15.82

STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS. Irnmunnuiummssnas@msmpanyinn 91.36
COMPREHENS | ON TR R E TR TR R R RN 8o.1
STUDY SKILLS - 75.29

* '

' . FIGURE 1: Reading Total Test and Domain Totals.

}

A
[N

J

20.00  40.00 60.3;0

L SUMMARY OF READING PERFORMANCE

- 80.00 wo.go

N

3

The Reading Assessment consisted of 72 multiple choice items covering
five domains of skills. The domains represented on the test were subdivided

into objectives, each measured by four test items.

The domains. of

"Vocabulary" and "Phonetic Analysis' were measured by two objectives (8 °
items). "Structural Analysis" was measured by four objectives {16 items).

Twenty—eight items covering seven cbjectives were used to measure

“"Comprehension." The domain of "Study Skiltls" was measured,using three

objectives (12 items).

-
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L " LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 =/

N . - SN GRADE 7 READING J

. r . ¢
) Y . ’ . ' . .
Regu!ar Education Nlt 55,702
Average Percent Correct ) APC

DOMAIN:, ST . | N
VOC“BULARY‘ sesssssssssmesbesm— - 84.57

oBsECTIVE: .
01 Word Meanings lupismmmwemswehusbaesGesnasey 89.28
I~ o4 -
02 Synonyms and « " "L
o . Antonyms - - 79.87
- v . . ) . O Jh L g
o ~ PR ey Ry
' 20,00 40.00 0.00 80.00 100.00
) ‘fﬂ " FIGURE 2: Domain Performance: Vocabulary
VOCABULARY

)

N Overall performance in "Vocabu!ary" was aPProxamately 2.75 percentage
points higher than the total test average percent correct. This was an
increase of about 2 percent ‘'over the 1981-82 Louisiana State Assessment
results. The two ob;ect:ves showed similar increases.

!n one obJectave, "Word Hean;ngs,“ the student was asked to choose a -
word from a group of words that had the same meaning as a‘word underiined in

‘2 sentence. .

s

. The second objective, “Synonyms and Antonyms,' was measured by asking
the student to choose a word from a list of four words that means the same
as or the opposite of a word in a sentence. This objectiive:is more
difficult as indicated by the average percent score of .87 percent; about
10 percent lower than the results for the first obJactnv .- .

. . . .
- . . * . »
N
. . .
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Regular Education

3

S

-»

+

LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83

»

DOMAIN:

PHONETIC ANALYSIS

OBJECTIVE:

over.last year's results.

03 Long and Short

Vowels

04t Vowel Digraphs
and 3 iphthongs

R

FIGURE 3: Domain Performance: Phonetic Analysts -

*

GRADE 7 READING
‘ /

Average Percent Correct

. . +
* a

DRI

T R

+
. ~

R

N = 55,702

PHONETIC ANALYS!S

>

-

20.00  40.00- 50.&0 ‘ eo‘Jo xoo‘go

»
3
- -
» / -
a

APC

76.51

7512 .,

The domain of "Phoneltic Analysis" showed almost 2 3 percent Yncrease
The objective, "Long and Short, Vowels," increased
This objective was tested by asking students

approximately 2.5 percent.

to identify which word from a list of words has the same sound as.a given
vowel sound in ‘another word. \

-

or dipfithongg within given words.

+

.

The second objective tested within this domain, "Vowe | Digraphs or
Diphthongs,V asked which word or words have the same sound as vowel digraphs

over 3 percent higher than in.the previous year.

»

v

The average percent correct was 75.12,

*
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’ LOUISTANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 - o
., ' GRADE 7 READING ) . .
Regular Education - ‘ ) "~ N = 55,702 .
¢ . . “{Y . - 7 ~
) . ‘ : Average Percent (Correct APC \
DOMAIN: ) N B s e . \
STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS |y ‘ \ - '91.36\/_] .
) ¥ ) ‘a . [N . . ’ v
OBJECTIVE; . ‘ - s |
05 Compound Words b 95.8%
N . . N - ¥ -
06. Plurals - 92.21
. o : - - N, 2N
07 Affixes R 89.58 ,
o 08 Sylables e 87.83 e
- | | 20.00  40.00 ‘%o,\!)‘o '80.00 100.00 . :
FIGURE h: Domain Performance: Strucidral Analysis ‘ .
<y AN - N -
- ‘ e .. H . R ) . ' ? ’ - N
. STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS - ~ - .. ot
"Structural Analysis™ showed the highest average domain in.reading -
with 91.36 percent. The objective, "Compound Words," had the highest - B
average percent correct (95.8L4). This objective was. tested by asking
. students to identify compound words from a list of words. . - o
The objectives "Pluralis" (92.21%) ‘and "Affixes" (89.58%) report ’ .
: midrange scores.” "Plurals" was tested by asking students to select the . ‘
appropriate plural form of 2 singular word. Ffor the objective "Affixes," .
students were asked to select from a group of words "which word had a part
added to jt." : : ‘
N B . . R X . ¥ .
_ The remaining objective, "Syllables," had the lowest score (87.83%)
within this domain. ‘Students were asked, 'What iSs.the first and- last \
. syllable in a word?" and "How many syllables are in a word?" i ’
: — ~ v . ? )
Py ‘ * -
» N I N ¥ » ’ “ ) v . Fd
’ ) N ) a :"' -
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Y LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT  PROGRAM 1982-83
: \ GRADE 7 .READING. .
' \. £ ) < N - N E ‘h—
oo -

Regular Education

+

DOMAIN:’

COMPREMENSION -
OBJECTIVE:

1N

- 09 Qtory:Betail
- »jf\ - R <.
o o 10. Story Sequence.
AR :w‘\ ) - . \
C 11 Main lde
4 : .
12 Conclusions
13- Cause and Effect
4k Character
Definition
<15  Fact and Opinion
= )
- h reading total test score.

FIGURE 5: Momain ?erfomipcgi

*

. :
' Average Percent Correct

) f i “~. N ’
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T

R A . AN o &
A
¥ N N
O

R

A3

T ey
S o .o * R -

Y

T

4
"y

N

N = 559702\
APC

80.11}

. - 85.88
- 79.9

82.03.°

. 70.53
B ‘86w‘0 N

Bf’zgw“
69.13

: .
| I : ‘

| | . &
20.00 L0.00 60.00 80.00

a
T

,,gunpriﬁansion

conraeuzﬂk:qy
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“The domain, "Comprehension" (80.11%), was s)ightly lower than the,
0f. the sé&ven objectives tested, three ‘

:300.40 ~

-

objectives, "Character Definition,” "Cause and Effect," and "“Story Detaig"

(85.88%), were well above the average percent correct of the domain.

of these objectives have

‘percent correct.
the

. _ scores.

jectives showed gains of over 5 .percent.

Al

shown impressive gains of at least fol¥ percentage
The objective "Main ldea" (82.03%) and “Story

T N

points over previbus yejr
Sequence” showed simgit¥r results and were closest to the domain average
en

compared with 1981 Assessment in Reading, both of

-~

o

When compared to the 1981 Assessment in reading, both “"Conclusions" )
{70.53%) and "Fact and Opinion" (69.13%) were the 1
However, each showed considerable gains.
increased over six percentage peints since 198].

owest average percent
YFact and Opinion"

*

Each objsctive within this domain was measured by asking students to
read a passage and then answer the question that refers to the passage.

+
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E

. STUDY -SKILLS

3 - )
@OM* N . |
o STHOY SKILLS T -
B ot :
QBJECTIVE: *
* . - 1Y
16 Following , :
- . Directions e
L] N % N C
. 17 Graphic. T
A H AN AN IS RS SN ¥ QAN QRSN DRI
i8 Reference g : . . .
A .
N N N A
- ?
*vl » Y ] ] L l .
. 20.00 40.00 - 60.00 80.00 100.00
> R X ~ ’ B
> . FIGURE 6: Domain Performance: Study Skills

£

N = 55,702

~

nAP C

*

75.29

1

76.41

o

“Study Skills" improved an average of five percentage points over the

1981-82 Assessment average percent correct. The objectives within this
domain all relate to skills necessary for. students to function within any -

subject area.

On one‘objec;ivé, “"Follows Directions,” the students were to read ¢ )
a*?ectionsfand then answer questions about the'directions. :

The average

percent correct for. this objective was 76.41 percent, approximately 5 -

objective within the reading test..

percent lower than the total Reading test score.

®

. The “Graphics Materiafs"\quective‘showad the lowest score for any
The average percent correct was 67.17

percent, or about 15 percentage points lower than the total reading test

score.

Qfaphs and answer questions related to the graphics.

Iin this objective, the students were asked to look .at maps and

. ?ﬁe objective "Reference Materials" asked stadents where reference

information might be obtained.’
.percent from_ the 1981-82 Assessment. .
students to explain where they might find specific information.

The average percent correct incregases four
{tems used in this objective asked

20
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 |
\ GRADE ‘7 WRITING ‘ .
Regular Education - . N = 55,632 ‘
Average Percent Correct - APC :
N R L0 . w—a—\ . \ L
.. TOTAL TEST SCORE e L LR A :
- }\ . ‘ ) ‘ \ ) , . * . é ' N . - he
DOMAIN: - T ~ \ : - . .
x . : : - .
", SPELLING S R —— 83.70 .
CAPITALIZATION o o 83.16 .
'PUNCTUATION [ 83..50
NS - - N X P ' . L
LANGUAGE STRUCTURE  [snsssnmimisniionvecesssssssez . 7881 & . o7
L N DU . L R
. . | : . 20,00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00 & . \_/ . ™
) . B - i . N N \ ‘,‘ -~ . \x
FIGURE- 7: Writing Total Test and Domain Totals ' ‘ e o
SUMMARY OF WRITING PERFORMANCE ' ~ Rt
- N N ) Y . . . \\
The writinb‘Assessment contains 52 multiple items covering 13 ‘
objectives under four domains. As with the reading test, each objective was',
assessed by four items. Over 75 -percent of the writing test was revised
from' the previous assessment years of 1981-82. Therefore, no accurate ‘
comparisons can be made between changes in test scores. * )

‘ Three‘domains, "Spelding" (83.70%), "Capitalization" (B83.16%), and . a
MPunctuation" {83.50%), had average percentages approximately 2 percent »
higher than the total test score of 81.71. The domain, "Language Structure”

(78.81%) was about thr#¥&€“percentage points-lower than the reading total test
score. - S : . ‘
* e . -! e
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-8
- " GRADE 7 WRITING

~

N

Regular Education

‘ . | |
* < . - A
‘ ‘Average Percent Correct
©  DOMAIN: “ .
SPELLING . [ —————ssssss————

OBJECTIVE: S L

oo 0) Words Controljed . ‘ :
by R A -

02 ~(:fmv*"ge the Final Y LRI

03 Verbs with ING

~-  0ob Holidays and

R

SRy
RN

oy

SN

ay

. g

88 e
- 83.2%
81.47

81.98

' Seasons BE e
- ’ 2000 - 40.00 . Gofgo '80.00 lqo.go
W *wNwTM>§MMWNM;MM FIGURE B: Domain Perfornancéa' Spelling

‘o

0f the four objectiires: within this domain, only one, "Words Cgrit;rolhled

by R (88.11%), had a score higher than({the domain average.
three objectives, '"Change the Final YV
and "Holiday Words and Seasons" (81.98%)

re lower.

The remaining
.23%), "Verbs with ING" (81.47%),
For each of these

objectivesy students were asked to complets a sentence by choosing the word

that is spelled correctiy.
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Regular Education
‘DOMA IN: |
CAPITALIZATION :

"OBJECTIVE:

-

05 Names of Languages
and People

06 Heading, Salutation

and Closing of a
Letter . -

+

STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
GRADE 7 WRITING .

L

< g

Averagé Percent Correct

e
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L
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N = 55,632
APC

86.13.

-

79.84°

J |

?

86.49
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<" -FIGURE 9: Domain Performance: Capitifzzatigp
. R . : | Ly

) R o CAPITALIZATION

» [N

. ; ! ) -
"Capitalization”-was assessed by two objectives (8 items). One -
objective, "Names of Languages, ‘Peoples, E£tc.," asked. students to "find the
word or words that should be capitalized in a sentence." The resulits for
R this objective were five percentage points higher/ than the total test.. ;
* . average, with B6.49 percent.” The second objective, ‘"Heading, Salutatidp,
- and Closing of a Letter,' was about 2 percent lower_than the total tes

score of B1.71 percent. Students were to select the correct capitalizatid

.for parts of a letler. L - ‘
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: i LOUIS |ANA 'STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 . '
- ; GRADE 7 WRITING |

e, L ? -
M Ay
) " Regular Education A N = 55,632
- o o ~  »'Average Percent Correct APC
_ DOMAIN: R . . o
. N \ ‘ . ] . -+
a | PUNCTUAT10N R 83.50
- \ ‘ o ~
" OBJECTIVE: .
‘% 07 Period C SO —————-_- 83.76
N a‘\’ . N N . - . .
\ 08" Apostrophe. with® | : ; \
g . Contractions T - 83.24
S R DV S| ]
N R . 20.00 40.00 " 60.00 80.00 100.00
3 [N : - \
» : : L .
.
Dt . - N
oo . FIGURE 10: Domain Performance: , Punctuation
-, 4 . " : N *
] K ) ‘ PUNCTUATION ) I
. ' 3\ ! » * N e 8 .
- Only two objectives were used to assess the domain of "Punctuation."
One, "The Use of the Period" (83.76%), was siightly higher than "“Uses the
_Apostrophe with-"Contractions" -(83.24%) . For both objectives, the students
were asked to. choose the correct answer that' either uses the period.
correctly or punctuates the conttaction correctly. ‘
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-B3
.7 GRADE 7 WRITING -

, . L. ! :
Regular Education : N = 55,632
B Average Percent Correct ~°  APC
. 0 A ) .
DOMAIN: - ‘ _
UANGUAGE STRUCTIRE  |pmmesesssssesssssssssssss = /8.3
OBJECTIVE: - , \
? \
: : . : . o
09 Negative ° \ s ‘ . v ’ o
. Statements ST -, f7.00
] . x. N N N . t
10 Demonstrative s . \
- Pronouns S 84.03
11 inflectional . ‘
Endings T e ——-— 855
12 Combine Sentences |ininuuuiiuuiinuuiunmmmu.s - (75.08
13- Change Statements |iiuiuEuiiiuninnn——_— 82.46
\ R ' N T ' & [ J - .
| 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 100.00

LY .

.t — \_"

FIGURE 11: Domain Per formance: Language Structure

LANGUAGE STRUCTURE = - .

"Language Structure" was the largest domain within the)Writing ‘
test. Ffive objectives with. twenty items were used. Three objectives had
scores above .the domain average of 78.81 percent and’above the total Writing
test score (81.71%). Of these three, "Inflectional Ending" (85.51%) was
more than seven percentage points higher than the domain average, followed
closely by "Demonstrative Pronouns' with 84.Q3 percent. iIn-both of these
objectives, the students were asked to choose the correct word or verbp form
to complete the sentence. '"Change Statements' had a score of 82.46 percent.
For this objective, students were asked to read a sentence and then choose
from a list, a senténce that changes it to a command or a question.

The objective, "Combine Sentences,” ranks below both the total Writing
test score and the domain score with. 75.08 percent. This objective was *
tested by asking students to combine two sentences into one sentence. The,
students were to choose from a list the most correctly worded sentence,

The lowest score among the five objectives was for 'Negative Statements”

(67.00%) . in, this objective, students were asked to identify the word that
does not complete the given sentence, ~ ‘

“~
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LOUISTANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM- 1982-83 .

"GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS

Regular Education ) N = 55,568
Average Percent Correct . APC.
TOTAL TEST SCORE - MEESSSSESSE—— 68.14
DOMAIN: PR
* &
NUMERATION Y . 66.64
WHOLE NUMBER . ‘ S |
OPERATIONS I T TR R SR 85.38
" FRACTIONS AND : | _ o
~ OPERATIONS - AR
DECIMALS AND g | :
DECIMAL OPERATIONS  farinimussnnusnsnsams 77.14
\ A ) . . )
PERCENT, RATIO, ‘ \ i te
AND PROPORT I ON N S 51.63
RELATIONS AND | ~ |
FUNCTIONS S I . 80.32
MEASUREMENT ‘AND - |
ESTIMATION SE A e O
. GEOMETRY Sl | . 58.68.
'~ PROBLEM SOLVING SRR TE N SUUNC RN . 58,01 °
| . ,

¥

Y

T S e A
) 20.00 40,00 GO.LO 80.00 100.00

. -e : :

* FIGURE 12: Mathematics Total Test and Domain Totals

Ry N ) ) . -

. . - - -
SUMMARY OF MATHEMATICS PERFORMANCE

The Grade 7 mathemafics test used 19 objectives to measure the-
mathematics performance. The average percent correct was 68.14 percent.
This performance reflected a 2 percent increase above the previous year's
assessment inh mathematics and was approximately 3 percent lower than the -

grade 10 'mathematics

test performance level.

Al} of the domains showed an increase in the -average percent correct.
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 S
. GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS )
Regular Education ‘ o ' N = 55,568
\ \ :
] ‘ ; Average PRercent Correct " APC
‘ DOMAIN: . . : : e DT e e
NUMERAT | ON ——— . 66.6h
‘ OBJECTHVE: .~ ! | | e T
01 Place Value o 61.38
02 Rounding NUMDErs |iiiiiiiiiunnhm" . T30 ’
| e 20.00 40.00 60.!)0 80,00~ 10000 S
- ‘ ' ‘ FIGURE 13: Douain\Parfor!pncez Numeration X .
N \ . SEy NN
NUMERAT | ON R
Overall performance in,"theration“ was approximately 2.5 percentage
o points higher than the total Mathematics test average. This was an increase .
c of about 3 percent over the 1981-82 assessment results. Two objectives were
“ used in measuring this domain. For the objective, "Rounding Numbers,"
students were to round numbers to the nearest 10 through the nearest .
> 100,000. * The average percent correct was 71.90. The objective, '"Place : Mo -
Value," required students to recognize the value of decimal numbers through
thousandths. The performance on this objective improved 3 percent above
!ast year. N = Fy 4 . . .
> ’ ) o . ) o -
A\ ]
3
)‘ N
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 .
GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS | ~ ) |
Regular Education N = 55 568-
: \ Average Percent Correct ~ APC
- DOMAIN: . ° - o . ) . :
o \ " to “ . < . . -~
* WHOLE NYUMBER : o L . N
OPERATIONS | | —— : 85.38
E Ve . ‘ ) . % * :"“ o
OBJECTHVE: . ‘ . . : o - .
03 Addition and : : | }
Suptraction - 90.03
7 IS e . ; o . ) ’
04 - Division A - 8oo7h
\ . )

20(00 hO!OO GO.LO 80.0& IOO.AO

L

FIGURE Y4: Domain Performance: Whole Number Operations

R A

-

_ WHOLE NUMBER OPERAT IONS

The domain of "Whole Number Objectives' showed a-) percent improvement
over last year's assessment with 85.38 percent. This domain also had the
highest average percent correct of the mathematics test domains. Of the two
objectives used in this domain, "Add and Subtract Integers' (90.03%) |
reported the highest performance. The objective, "Divisjon with iIntegers,”
had an average percent correct of 80.74 percent or 13 percent higher than
the total test score. For both of these objectives, students were to solve
problems in addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division.

-
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
* GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS

wn

o - —

Regular Education T — ) ~ N = 55,568
. Average Percent Correct . _APC
DOMAIN: | | -
. > ’ t
&
FRACTIONS” AND - . :
OPERATIONS . 71.46
OBJECTIVE: “ ‘ :
05 Rename Fractions | 72.18
06 Add Fractions . |ouiuiuiuiviieinin i 75.98
07 Subtract Fractions |y . 72.96
08 Multiply Fractions|sesuumuiirnunnn R A

J l

20.00 l.c.’oo" 60.!10- 80.00 wo.cgo'

*

: FiGURE\15= Domain Performance:. ffactions~and Operations

FRACTIONS AND OPERATIONS

\ The domain "Fractions and Operations” (71.46%) improved by’1.5 percent
from the 1981-1982 assessment. Four objectives were used to measure this .
domain. One objective, "Rename Fractions," reported a score of 72.18
percent. ‘The students were asked to rename fractions in simplest terms or
rename fractions with unlike denominators-to fractions with common
denominators. "“Add Fractions" (75.98%) was tested by asking students to add
fractions with like and unlike denominators. This objective reported little
change in ‘peFformance from last year. Another objective, "Subtract
Fractions" (72.96%), showed a small improvement in performance. "Multiply
Fractions" was 5 percent fower than the total test score but reported a

1 percent increase above the 1981-82 average percent. This objective was
tested by asking students to multiply fractions using whole numbers mixed

.

with fractions or two proper fractions. .

L
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 .
GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS *~

R o . \ ‘ . .
Regular Education o ' . . N = 55,568
- . . Average Percent Correct - " APC
DOMAIN: ~ : , o ‘o | ¢
DECIMALS AND N | N S
DECIMAL OPERATIONS | o HTh
- OBJECTIVE: ) N ‘ )
09 Add and Subtract AN ‘ : .
Decimals 4 ° \\\*\\m\\\\x\\\\w‘:\\\m\\:\%\ SREE——— B6.60
10 Multiply Decimalsfsumuiiinnnnn . 67.67

(~— - - 20’.00 t.o,]oo 60.Lo 80.0{2 wp.éo

o ‘ . |
FIGURE 16: Domain Pgrforuance: Decimals and Decimal Operations

-~

DECIMALS, AND DECIMAL OPERATIONS ,

Student performance within the domain ussng decimals and decimal’

-

operations was nine percentage points higher than the total test score for\-’

mathematics and 2 percent~h¢gher than ‘the previous yéar!s performance.

One objective measuring this domain had a score 2 percent higher than the
domain average percentgporrect. "Add and Subtract Decimals™ had the highest
objective score with 86.61 percent, 18.5 percent higher than the total
Mathematics test score. "Multiply Decimals" had a high average percent
correct of 67.67. These objectives asked students to solve problems using
decimals by adding or subtracting decimals through thousandths or

multiplying decimals by decimals. "
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GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS

Regular” Education oo - N = 55,568 -
Average Percent Correct APC
DOMAIN: . e
PERCENT, RATIO, : , -
AND PROPORTION® | ot 51.63
v . . . - . L :
OBJECTHVE: \ \
11 Changing Percents Ve
g 2nd Decimals’ ST — ‘ 5h.10
12 Changing.
Fractions: and .
. Percents R . 56.54
13 Percent of a ‘ ’ . &
r,__ ~.  Number ST k.26

~

m‘& ’

-

Proport

>
N
v

I

-

ions."

1

20.00° 40.00 eo.Lo 80.
FIGURE 17: Domain Performance: ' Percent, Ratiél and Proportion

| PERCENT, RATIO, AND PROPORTION

00 _100.30 -

-

Three objectives were used to measure the domain, 'Percent, 'Ratio, and
The domain _score (51.63%) was approximately 16.5 percentage

points lower than the total test score, making it the lowest score on any
One objective, "Changing Percents and Decimals," required students
to change fractions and decimals to percents.. Fhe performance (5k.10%8) was

skill.

considerably lower than the total test average.

A second objective,

"Changing Fractions and. Percents,” was 11.6 percent below the total test
However, this reflected a 2 percent improvement over last year's

score.

assessment.

humber .

objective average percent correct (iL.26%).

For this objective, students were to caiculate the percent of a

The skill, "Finding the Petcent of a Number,! reported the lowest

This was approximately .twenty-

four percentage points lower' than the total Mathematics -test average.
However, this objective showed the greatest increase over the 1981-82

Assessment score of all the skills measuring this domain.

- -
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~ LOUISIAHA STATE ASSESSMENT, PROGRAN 1982»83 T
GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS'
‘Regular 'Education R Lt ) L N =
) : \ I Average Percent Correct -
DOMAIN: ‘ -
RELATIONS AND. . - | - R R .
FUNCTIONS S |
_OBJECTIVE: . | Co
*  th Graphs R SRR

w' Co- | '; 1

- o

.

~ FIGURE 18¢ Domain Performance: Graphs

’

. RELATIONS AND FUNCTIONS

\
N * . £y

1.

'20.00 40.00 “eoiko - 80.06 100.00

The domain, "Relatnons and Functwns,"*reported an average percent ‘

correct of 80. 32’ percent, a 2 percent increase from 1981-82.  For the

single objective, "Using Graphs," the students were prov.ided graphs and were

asked’ questrons related to the mformatnon on the graph.
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 R
.. GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS
Regular- Education t N = 55,568
. ) - ; L
Average Percent Correct ~ APC
DOMAIN: . e ‘ N » ‘
. “MEASUREMENT AND | a . . : "
ESTIRATION | R 82.18
_ OBJECTIVEY S ' |
15 Time and \ ; . \
Temperature T '82.18
. 20.00 40.00 60.&0 | 89;00;16‘0.«:!0 :
o '\) FIGURE 19: Domain Performance: Measurement and Estimation
? N | . ‘ . N R R . ‘ ' ‘
s RN MEASUREMENT AND ESTIMATION L . S
* " This domain, '"Measurement and Estimation" -(82.81%), reported the highest -
. scores among the domains and objectives used in the mathematics assessment,
0.7 "..-0nly one ‘objective was used to measure this domain. The students were asked
e - to. tell time to the nearest minute and/or to read a thermometer. ’
!.’ ?» N ’ ’ ) ?}!‘* | -
. ) - .
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-8

GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS “
Regular Education e . s -
T Average Percent Correct
DOMAIN: o o
CEOMETRY o
OBJECTIVE: - - S A o ‘
. 16 Perimeter and © |
_frea T

N = 35,568
APC

_ 58.68

58.68

- 3
e . >
RN

* \. R
. - St Ttnme S e e oA - . 2

* FIGURE 203 Domain ﬁhrfofghncai" Geoﬁé;ry

L

oS

GEOMETRY .

on.po bo;locr \,60.})0 So.o‘o ]OO.AO

. The domain, "Geometry," containe&'one.objecg§ye, which required students
to compute the perimeter of a square, rectangle, and triangle or the area of
a square.and a rectangle. The overall performance in this domain improved
only ;]ightly above last year's assessment results. The domain average
percent correct (58.88%) was 10.5 percent' lower than the total Mathematics

test average. K -
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
GRADE 7 MATHEMATICS

Regular‘!ducatian : vl E , S . N = 55,658
’ ‘ | Average Percent Correct Y
DOMAIN: | :
PROBLEM SOLVING SEEEeSs— 58.11
' 0BJECTIVE: S | -
17 Two-Step Word R * S > .
Probiems R 60.09
Honey J S R — - 6277
Averages ST . ©oo b1y

2

N N N B > - - . -
AN - . A - l I
s
1 a

= I
20.00  40.00 déo.go 80.00 100.00. ¥~

£

. . a
}. .

Ce . T~ FIGURE 21: Domain Performance: ‘Pr§b40h Solving

£y

. . . PROBLEM SOLVING

The average percent fof this domain was: 60.99 percent, or about 10.5
_percent below the total Mathematics test score of 71.32 percent. This
domain reported. a decline in performance by 1.5 percentage points. Three
objectives were used® to measure this domain. The objective, "Two—Step Word
* Problems,”" included word problems using addition and subtraction. The
average percent correct was 60.09 percent. A second objective, "Money" )
(62.77%) . was almost 1.5 percent higher than the previous year's score. For .
. this objectivg, students were asked to solve two-step word problems
involving amounts of money not to exceed 10 dollars. A finalt objective
within the domain of "Problem Solving' was “Averaging." The average percent
correct was 51.49 percent, or about 1.76 percent above the previous year.”
This objectiVe asked the students to compute the average of' five or fewer
numbers each with a maximum of three digits. ’
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Louisiana State Assessment Program
Figure 22 x

: - ‘. Annual Comparisons _— ; )
‘ ) Grade 7 - Reading '
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Louisiana State Assessment Program
) Figure 22 {continued) ‘ .
Annual Comparisons o
Grade 7 - Reading ’
. * ‘ :
» . ~
DOMAIN / Objective S 138 S 1982 LT 1983
: : — : ’
COMPREHENSION -
W e vty o] SRR . U - ‘ N
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Louisiana State Assessment Program |
Figure 23 - T ) :
. Annual Comparisons e .
a . Grade 7 - Writing N
Comparisons between 1982 test result$ ana 1983. t% results are not
included because of test'revigions. Approximately 25 percent of the -
. material was revised and test content was “1eve1éNnat is, some
" objectives which measured lower grade level skills vere replaced by
objectives at the grade level tested. ‘ .
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Figure 24
' Annual Comparisons
Grade 7 - Mathematics .
" DOMAIN / Objective . | R W 1982 < 1983 R [ A

L
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Loussnana State Assessment Program

o Figure 24 {continued) . .
- Annual Comparisons L e
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 3982-83

GRADE 10 READING . ..
Regu)ar Eduqatfoh | o o : N = 46,510
: Average Percent Correct \ APC
TOTAL TEST SCORE | ue— 78.60
DOMA IN: o SN ' -
VOARULARY  © fssmessesseeeesesean, 0 102
\ . WORD Afllbk SKILLS R 83.5k
A, . . *
) COMPREHENS 10N B AR Y
STUDY SKILLS. R NS - 87.15
‘ ~ : 7 20.00 L40.00. 60.00 80.00 100.00

~ FIGURE 25:‘ Reading Total Test and Domain Totals . ;
. D ... SUMWMARY OF READING PERFORMANCE

The reading test at the tenth grade level assessed four domains as did the
seventh grade reading test. The average percent correct for the Reading -
total teist was 3.23 percentage points lower than the performance reported on
the 7th  reading test. However, the total Reading test score improved
by. 1.3k ‘percent over the 1980-81 Reading Assessment performance. Of the
four domains, "Study Skills" showed the highest performance at 87.15 percent

- _and ''Vocabulary" had the lowest average percent correct with 70.42 percent.
. "Word Attack Skills" {83.54%) had the second highest percent correct§ e
followed by "Comprehension" (74.57%) . _ .
f; " . > .
§
R
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lOUlSllNA STATE ASSESSMENT PROBRﬂﬂ 1982-83

o ' . GRADE 10 READING

Regular Education i L .i: o B SN = ha,gio

Ailerage Per;éﬁt Cq&ec;f ; - APC

DOMAIN: . . | | co |
VOCABULARY * o _ ‘ 70.42

OBJECTIVE: - | \ | T : |
01 Word Recognition \\\*ﬁx\\m\x\ S — - T12.85

02. Sybonyms\and.\ - ‘ |
Antonyms | t&\\\\\s\\\«\\\&\\\:\ — \ 67.95

o . . | 20'.00 t.o.lco "\60.!»0‘ ~80.o|0“ mu.i!o ‘

&

FIGURE 26: Domain Performance: Vocabulary

»

VOCABULARY ~ }

- The'domain of "Vocabulary" improved by approximately 2 percent’from
the 1980—-81 Reading Assessment.. Two objectives were used to measure this
~ domain. The objective "Word Recognition" (72.85%) ‘was assessed by asking
. students to identify the meaning of words. The second. objective, "Synonyhs
and Antonyms" (67.99%), was about 10.h percentage points lower than the
total Reading test score. This clearly indicates a problem area. For this
objective, stydents were asked to choose.words that enther mean the same as
or‘tha opposite of the words gnven.
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 .

- GRADE 10 READING :

F 4
Regular Education \ N = 46,510
< t Average Percent Correct APC
DOMAIN: , S
WORD ATTACK SKILLS . | o —— 83.54
OBJECTIVE: Sy
03 Possessives and ‘
Plurals . 80.45
O4 Affixes L 86.62
20.00 40.00 _50.&0\ 80.00 100.00
I "FIGURE 27: Domain Performance: Word Attack Skills

WORD ATTACK SKILLS

The domain, "Word Attack Skills," had two objectives. The average .
percent correct at the domain and objective levels were well above the total
reading test score. The objective, "Affixes" (86.62%), showed a very high
performance. This objective was tested by asking students to select which -
word part:could be used to complete a word. The objective, '‘Possessives . and
Plurals," had. a 6.2 percent lower performance than "Affixes' (86.62%). This
objective was tested by asking students to choose the word that correctly
completes each sentence, L ‘

ZIQ’;
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
GRADE 10 READING

\ |
> w
Regular Education : N = 46,510
i Average Percent Correct o APC
DOMAIN: "
COMPREHENS LON N Tk.57
OBJECTIVE:. _ *
05 Detail . R EH R R RO S 78.27
06 Specific: : -
Information e - 83.94
07 Main ldea e : 76.93
08 Segence of EventsirumuniiuiinnrnH : 63.66
03  Predicts DUTComMme b . 8130
. N\
10 Factual \
Information 70.28
: 9
11 Propaganda ' ’ ~
Techniques Ludhusiaasns 71.63
. o) » NA SN AN 0N Tt N Rt ALY, RN ) i \ NN
12 Author's Purpose |rnmiiSUSEhEGGNgy . - 75.84
13 Drawing . ®
Conclusions N RS 69.23

\i\zof.oo ho!oo 60‘!)0 Bo‘o'o IOO*(!O

2

' FIGURE 28: Domain Performance: Comprehension

o ; X COMPREHENSION

"Comprehension" is the largest domain within the reading test. Nine
objectives are included in the domain. The objective, "Specific
Information" (83.94%), had the highest average percent correct of this
domain, while "Sequence of Events" showed the lowest performance among the
nine objectives. The objective, "Predicts Outcomes" (81.30%), reported the
second high score among the objectives within this domsin. Five objectives
had“midrange scores. These were “Detail" (78.27%), "Main idea" (76.93%),
“"Author's Purpose” (75.84%), “Propaganda Techniques' (71.69%), and "“Factual
information" (70.28%). For all objectives, the students were required to
read and then respond to questions related to a passage. The cbjective,
"Author's Purpose," showed the greatest improvement over the previous two
years of testing. ; ~ N N o . *\ S
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT.PROGRAM 1382-83

®

Regu!ar Education

DOMAIN:

STUDY SKILLS
OBJECTIVE:

14 Graphic Material

15 Usi a Variety
of Media

16 Reference Sources
19 Symbols -

) 18 Reads and Follows

- N " Directions

FIGURE 29:

~

The ﬁighest domain and objective performances were reported in "Study
The average percent correct for this domain was 87.15 percent or

Skills."™

GRADE 10 READING
) |

¢

Average Percent Correct \\V>

7,
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2 % .
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N X N RN

T

R}

SRR
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N = 146,510
APC

87.15

81.68

85.05

N 95 - 82
- . 86,08

87.10

!

. 20.00 bQ!OO 603&0 80.00 100.00

Domain Performance: Study Si¥iis’

STUDY SKILLS

.

e

apprpximately 8.55 percentage points higher than the reading total test ‘
score. The objective, "Using Reference Sources" (95.82%), had the highest
performance. reported in the reading test at the tenth and seventh grades.

- For the skill, students were to identify which reference sources would

supply the appropriate Tnformatﬂpn. The objective, "Reads‘agd Follows .
Directions" (87.10%), ranked second among these objectives, The objective’®
. with the lowest average percent correct-for this domain was "Graphic

Material,” with 81.68 percent. The objective, "Reads and Follows Directions’:

(87.10%), had a score ailmost identical to the domain average.
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LOUISIANA. STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAN™T982-83 . . ’ ’
«  GRADE 10 WRITING | r
‘Regular Ed;caticn . . ‘ \ o ‘i N= hG{dSO :ﬁ
* L Averaée Percent Correct Y, ‘ ‘f
TOTAL TEST StoRe | —————————— M2 L
'DOMAIN: \ R % RS
' SPELLING i - 81.9%
CAPITALIZATION - \\\“‘«%\\W\\\&\&\%&%&x&\%\&%\\%\\}\ 90.89 -
" PUNCTUATION \\*‘\\?\&\\'&ﬁ\\\%\ﬁ\\\\\%ﬁ%\‘\\\\%&\\\} . 72.90
LANGUAGE STRUCTURE: %\x\\\ys\\x\\\\i\\s\\«\mm 677w
- ORGANIZATION ausesdiansaresinmm M2z -
e L ‘*‘20’.00 ho.[oo 60.’)0 ‘80.9'0 'to'b.tgo
— ( . ’ ' ; ) “ . ' 
: . FIGURE 30: HrltipdfTotai Test and Domain Totals ::> N

-

g
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SUMMARY OF WRITING PERFORMANCE Q z’\) \

.
Y

-, The-grade 10 Writing Assessment was revised from the previous years of
198182, As in the previous.years, 15 objectives were used to assess
students’ performance. in fiveédomains. However, considerable changes: were :
made in the objectives and items used., As with the grade 7 Writing =~ =~
Assessment, no comparisons can be made between this year's performance.and
previous scores. The total Writing test score was 77.22 percent or 4.5
percent lower than the grade ] performance level. The range in performance -

- among the domains was from a'high of 90.89 percent in "Capita!izatiqn" to a

low of 67.74 percent in "Langupge Structure." .
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v a LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 - " ’
‘ GRADE 10 WRITING o
Regular Education o - \ N = 46,450
. « o . YR - * NN
. \ ’ . ' *
' * Average Percent Lorrect ~ . APC
| DOMAIN: . T . . S |
L3 e : ) ; R
SPELLING R 8r.gh - o
\* . \a‘ . » ) N N o
0OBJECTIVE: :
. . " 01 Plural Forms of -
- | Nouns : R 72.59
02 Words Gontaining | - . . L . :
A . Mie" and "ei”  LpwwinumasmmwaseGaespessss 0 85,08 0
. 03 Three or More - - ‘ o
o Sybiables s ——- v B8
. T .1 -1
o 20.00 L0.00 " 60.00 80.00 100.00 ~ _— L
[ A ’ . ) ~ o - i .
- FIGURE 31: Domain Performance: Spelling e . - ‘IP. .
~ SPELLING | | o R
. ‘The average percpnt correct in the domain "Spelling" was 4.72 percent ‘
1 higher than the writling tbtal test average. Among the three objectives
e . used to assess this Homain, "Plural Forms of Nouns" (72.59%) showed the
h ) Towest ‘petformance. | For this objective, students were asked to.choose the |
<o~ correct plural form of a noun that best completed a sentence. The average
percent correct for "Spells Words Containing ie and ei" (85.08%) and 'Spells
. Three or More Syllable Words" (88.14%), were 3 and 6 percent above the o ‘
i domain average_respectively. In both objectives, students were asked to -— - = -
- identify the correctly spelled word that completed a sentence. .
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 <
-GRADE 10 WRITING
N +

Regular Education N = 46,450
. _ Average Percent Correct . APC
DOMAIN: - :
CAPITALIZATION '90.89
OBJECTIVE: /\ o
O4 Proper Nouns
L e T T o . 89.39 -
L g » ’ -
. 05 Titles and i s
Persons BE - 88.95
> ]
06 Capitalizes o @ o
Tithes 9k.32

201‘00 uo.roo ‘60;!J0 80.0{3 loo.cgo

-

F1GURE 32: Domain Performance: Capitalization

.

CAPITALIZATION
Three objectives were used to assess the domain “Capitalization." The
average percentages for this domain and the objectives were higher than any
of the other objectives on the writing test. "Proper Nouns and Adjectives"
(88:95%) had very similar percentages. The objective, "Capitalizes Titles,"
reported the highest average of 9k, percent. for each of these objectives,
the students were to capitalize words that should be capitalized in a
sentence. \ ~ .
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.. ‘ ‘LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
~ GRADE 10 WRITING
Regular Education ‘ S ‘ ~ N = 46,450
Average Percent (orrect ~ APC
DOMAIN: - . o T .
'PUNCTUATION e © 72,90
OBJECTIVE: ‘
. >
07 Quptation Marks ~Inms:siusiilunsivesnme 69.80
" 08 Apostrophe’ SEDTIT - 64.70°
. . - ~
09 Commas in Phrases ’ ‘ ‘
. and CIauses i N - 79.06
10 Commas with, .
. Nonessential ;
~ : Elements . & 78506
N . R » - b e ‘!'!’P“ . : 3 -~
R A e N h . ' N

.
* ) ] I
.

- I
20,00 40.00 so;go 80.00 100.00

FIGURE 33: DomainPerformance: Pinctuation

v
Ry

r

L - PUNCTUATION

The domain of "Punctuation” had four objectives. Two objectives were.
aimed at the use of commas. "Using Commas in Phrases and Clauses" showed
the highest percent correct with 79.06 percent, followed closely by 'Using
Commas With Nonessential -Elements”" (78.06%). “Quotation Marks" (69.80%)
had a higher average percent cgrrect than did "Use of the Apostrophe
(64.70%)._ For each item within these objectives, students were to'identify
the correctly punctuated sentence. - )




LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83

Regular Education .

DOMAIN:

Y

LANGUAGE "STRUCTURE *

> ~

OBJECTIVE:

11 Sentence
N Fragments

2

12 Run—0n Sentences

13 Classify and
Build Sentences

14 ‘Object“Pronouns

_ FIGURE 3h:

A

-

Domain Performance:

GRADE 10 WRITING

Average Percent Correct -~
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N = 46,450
APC

67.74 |

82.48
70.99

45.57
71.93

b
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LANGUAGE STRUCTURE

Language Structure

-~

. The domain, "Languége Structure,” contained four of the most difficult

objectives within the writing total test.

The average percent correct for

the domain was 67.74 percent, or approximately 10 percent lower than the

"Total Test Average' (77.22%).

However, on one objective "Sentence -

Fragment” (82.48%), the student performance was higher than the total test

average.
from a group of words.

objective "Run—on Sentences."

Closely paralleling "

with 70.99 average percent correct.

The objective, "Classify and Build Sentences,” reported the lowest
performance on the writing test with 45.57 average percent correct.

In this objective, students were to select the sentence fragment
ﬁ§“t°“¢° Fragments" was the
Student perfbriidnce was considerably lower

-

As with

the previous objective "Run—on Sentences,' students were asked to adent»fy,
from a group of words, which sentences were either compound or simple

sentences, sentence fragments, or run—on sentences.
use of object pronouns included both singular and plural pronouns.

The assessment. of the

The

average percent correct for this objective was '71.93 percent, approx:mately

5.7 percent lower than the writing total tes:

performance.
+

a * ) d
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
* . GRADE 10 WRITING
Regular Education _ ~ . o N = 46,450 -
‘ Average Percent Correct .~ APC
DOMAIN:
ORGANIZATION SEEESaEEESSSSSEE——— 000 /722
OBJECTIVE: . L N " -
15 Outlining - 77.22
: ~1.20.00  40.00 6050 80.00 )oo.go *

~
?

FIGURE 35: Dongin"?érfornancei Organization

~ ~ ORGANIZATION B | .
A : \ . : .
One objective was used toé ‘assess the domain, "Organization.'" Students
_were asked questions related to an outline that was provided on the test.
The performance was identical to the total test performance in writing

gr.22%. .
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 N
' GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS .

E 2 3
?

Regular Education” -+ N e 16,202

TOTAL TEST SCORE | ——— S A8
2 DOHA'N: "’ “ . . . . . | ) \ . . « ]

ES : -

: o Average Percent Correct ~ APC

| * X T S I LA AN AT AAC A AN 3 ) \\ D AN A Q
NUMERATION = T 79.90
. WHOLE NUMBER ] | |
OPERAT | ONS R R S R R E T R R R 87.21

A N
FRACTIONS AND \ A N . , . L
OPERATIONS T e , 66.86

ERRIRRAN IR R R R R R R RS
N A

1
£

DECIMALS AND

DECIMAL OPERATIONS  Lresmiiminsmarsmsesscasssss o . 78.31
. PERCENT’ RAT*O) . N [ - ) T LN ’ - & .

. .AND PROPORTION . SR -——— 62.84
RELATIONS AND . 1 . . : :
FUNCTIONS  © Hainsnnssnnseiseess.s . 76,59
MEASUREMENT -AND - o _ ; | .
ESTIMATION. RS R RN \ ~ 63.00

. . i . \\ .
GEOMETRY B B R S R TR 65.72
PROBLEM SOLVING . B 60.99
- BN \ 20.00 _bO‘OO 60.!’0,~ 80.00- 100.00
M - . “
FIGURE 36: Mathematics Total Test and Domain Totals
. .
m———— e S~ e - e A :

T SUMMARY OF MATHEMATICS PERFORMANCE R

The grade 10 mathematics test had the .largest number of objectives of
any of the "Test Sections” within the.Louisiana State Assessment. Twenty
objectives were used to measure the mathematics test. The average percent
correct was 71.32 percent. This performance, reflected a 1 percent ‘
increase above the previous year's assessment in mathematics and was over
3 percent higher than the grade 7 mathematics test performance level.

All of the domains showed an increase in the average percent correct

of the 1981-82 Mathematics Assessment except two: 'Measurement and’
Estimation" (63.00%) and “Problem Solving" (60.99%).
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OBJECTIVE: o o o RPN
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01 Rounding Numbers lusnimuuriinun S - 79.90 R
, . : IR b
D 20.00 40.00 °60.00 80.00. 100.00 | \
. FIGURE 37: Domain Performance: Numeration \

7 NUMERATION R T

N N

Overall .penformance in “"Numeration' was approximately 8.58 percentage

' points higher than the

2 percent higher than the 198i-82 assesment results.

used in measuring this
students were to round
v .million,

~

A

numbers to any

This was.an increase of about

One objective was

domain, "Rounding Numbers.' - For the objective, L~
specified place value through one

v

total test average.
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~ ‘ " LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
\ ~ GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS

»

Regular Education N = 46,202 -

C Average Percent Correct APC
DOMAIN: ~ ‘ . . .
‘. WHOLE NUMBER \ - o
OPERATIONS - ] 87.21
N . }h‘ * . . :
OBJECTIVE 1 o e - ‘
02 .Addition and > o : . '
. Subtraction .. 91.07
- « . . r
. - » . . Y *
o . ,03 Division . 83.36
N N A Y N - - .

\
- X
> - R . . .
§ > s L4 > »
t . 3

f . © 20.00 jo:oo 60.!)0 ' 80.00 100,00 "
. . .o NS ; o (™Y )’ "Q 7 ’
FIGURE 38: Donaip Performince: { Whole Number Operations
o i 4 ‘ . ‘ > ) ¢ ) ‘ :
- o .wliol.t‘uunaea OPERAT1ONS
"The domain of "Whole Number Operations' showed a 1 percent Smﬁrovement
over last year's assessmemt with 87.21 percent. This domain also had the
% highest average percent correct of the mathematics test domains. 0f the two

objectives used in.this domain, 'Add and Subtract Integers" (91.07%)

. reported the highest performance. The objective, "Multiply and Divide
Integers,” had an average percent correct of 83.36 percent, or 12 percent
higher than the total test score. For both of these objectives, students

~ were to solve problems either in addition and subtraction or multiplication

and division.
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FRACTIONS AND OPERATIONS
NN N . |

*

-

. The domain, “Fractions and Operations,"'imbroved by 2 percent from the

198182 assessment.

_ “Add and Subtract Fractions™ (67,43%) was tested
by asking students to solve problems with fractions and whole numbers.

ng

other objectives, "Multiply Fractions' and "Divide Fragtions,' -showed a .

. lower performance.

"Multiply Fractions* was 3'percent lower than the total

test score yet reported an approximate 3 percent increase above the 1981-82

average. percent.

The objective, "Divide Fractions,"” had.2-6.5 percent loyer

<

. “ |
\ . » N ‘e ;
e * -
‘ LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM.1982-83 .
. GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS , - ;
- ) f
Regular Education ) N = 45,202
. ‘ \ \ . 1
‘Average Percent Correct " APC
DOMAIN: - . :
. FRACT1ONS " AND ‘ :
OPERAT1ONS | ————e— 66.86
 OBJECTIVE: N ‘ .
"\ "O4  Add and Suﬁtrgct S ' : \ 7 .
.. fractions . 67.43
. 05 Multiply S . | R ' :
Fractions A 68.34
.06 Divide Fractions frmiiiinnuuiunnsm . 64.82
2 O VRN ISR VRSN AR
f . 20.00 40.00 60.00 80.00 -100.00
- FIGURE 39: Domain Performance: Fractions pnd‘Operattons

performance than the total test score. Both objectives were tested by »

asking students to either divide or multiply proper. fractions

numbers mixed with fractions, “

»

using whole

>
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS

»

» B . ) N 3
- 35
- Regular Education S \ N = 46,202
: I Average Percent Correct APC
DOMAIN: . ‘ ‘ .
DECIMALS AND ~ , .
DECIMAL OPERATIONS | s 78.31
O0BJECTIVE: ‘ : i .
! N
07- Convert fractions} - . s - .
and Decimals AR EE I R R R R R SR - 71.25
3. .
. 08 Add and Subtract \ ‘ -
Decimals R 92.12
09 MUTtiply Decimal s o 79.33
~ N \ Q"
- . N A N a i s .
10 Divide Decimals Jamaisiniiinicinunnnnnnwmsms - 70.53

A

¥
-

|- }g

. | 4 .
20.00. 40,00 60,!)0 80.00 100.90

FIGURE 40: Domain Performance: Decimals and Decimal Operations

C e
A

DECIMALS AND DECIMAL OPERATIONS

. ‘Student performance-within the domain using "Decimals and Decimal®
Operations' was eight percentage points higher. than the total test score for
mathematics and 2.25 percent higher than the previous year's performance.
Overall, two objectives had higher scores than the domain average percent
correct. 'Add and Subtract Decimals" had the highest objective score with

\ 92.12 percent, 21 percent higher than the total test score. "“Multiply

Decimals" had a high average percent correct of 79.33. The lowest score

among the objectives within this domain was "Divide Decimals” (70.53%).

All three of these objectives asked students to solve problems using

decimals either by-addifig and subtracting or multiplying or chang#ng

decimals. ) -
A fourth objective, ''Convert Fractions and Decimals" (71.25%) was

.slightly below the total test average. For this objectjve students were to

change fractipns to decimals or decimals to fractions in lowest terms.

»
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Regular Educatijon

DOMAIN: °

PERCENT, RATIO,
AND PROPORTION

"OBJECTIVE:

1! Fractions and;
Decimals to
Percent

12° Percent of a
Numbgr\.

£} -

LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83

GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS

Average Percent (orrect .

R

DR T N T A
T

‘4.\\“; T e
SR .

N = 46,202

APC

62.84

69.26

' ;
56.42

T T

- 20.00 40.00 60.&0 - 80.00 . 100.00

l

FIGURE h): Domain Performance: Percent, Ratio; and Proportion

PERCENT, RAT10, AND PROPORTI1ON

Twe objectives were used to measure the domain, "Percent, Ratio, and
Proportions."' The domain score (62.84%) was approximately 8.5 percentage

points ‘lower than the "total test score.
the previous domain, "Decimals and Decimal Operations."
required students to change fractions and decimals to percent.

These skills are tied closely to -
One objective .
The

performance (69.263F was slightly lower than the total test average. The
second objective, "Finding the Percent of a Number," was almost 15 percent
However, this reflected a 2 percent improvement

below the total test score.
over last year's assessment,
the percent of a number. -

For this objective, students were ’'to calculate:

57



LOUISTANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83

GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS '
Regular Education o . | N = 46,202
! Average Percent Correct ‘ APC

DOMAIN: ;’

" RELATIONS AND

FUNCT | ONS I 76.59
i - .
OBJECTIVE: | ~ ~

. ]

13 Graphs B S 86.55
N . N . ,
b Equations T 66.63

i

J

20{00 40.00 iGO.LO 80.0% IOO.JQ

-y

FIGURE 42: Domain Performance: Relations and Functions

_ RELATIONS AND FUNCT1ONS

The domain, "Relations and Functions," reported an average percent

. correct of 76.59 percent, a 1.5 percent increase from 1981-82. The
objective, '"Using Graphs," had a score of 86.55 percent, over 15 percent
above the total Mathematics test score. Students were provided graphs and
were asked questions related to the information on the graph. For a second
objective, "Using Equations,'" students were given equations and asked to-
calculate the value-of an unknown using the formuta. Student performance
was below the domain average, yet reflected an improvement of 1.65 percent
above last year's assessment score in mathematics.
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LOUISTANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 .
*" "GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS '

A S

‘Regular Education .- ° ‘ , RN : . oo JN = 46,202
" \ ' \ Average Percent Correct v S APE I
R .
' DOMAIN: N R fj/”\Qf“\ » s~ .
: ~ - - . . v *
MEASUREMENT AND ; o . . AN
ESTIMATION " S 63.00
\ OBJECTIVE:
15 Addition and ‘ \
Subtraction . e 75.72
16 Convert Liquid \ \ , )
and Mass Measure rnuiiiouainnianan - 50.29
I g I |
_ 20.00 0.00 60.00 80.00° 100.00 _ .7
| - . ‘ ‘
. FIGURE 43: Domain Performance: Measurement and Estimation
MEASUREMENT AND ESTIMATION ¢
This domain, ‘Measurement and Estimation," (63.00%)\re§orted one \
of the lowest scores among the domains and objectives used in the oLt
_ mathematics assessmen Two objectives were used to measure the domain.
! One, "Add or Subtract®g¥asurement,'" had an average-percent correct of 75.72

. perrent, or about 3.4 percent above the total test score. A second
objective, "Convert Liquid and Mass Measurements,'” reported the lowest
average percent correct of any objective with 50.29 percent. This reflected -
2 decrease in the State average percent correct of almost 1 pefcent from
the 1981-82 assessment. ‘ ) -

-~
~

“
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59




. this domain improved on!y slightly above last year's assessment results.

. = - !' - .\ a“ hd . )
) > ) JUEN S»
+ N n wj . 1
. N N n
LOUISIANA' STATE ASSESSHENT PROGRAM 1982-82 L 5
N GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS , |
Regylar Educati L ‘ ’ Nali6, 202
\ N " Average Percent Correct . = APC
DOMAIN: - . * . Jorreet ‘
. GEOMETRY - - T L6872
_ | | EEE————— N =
.OBJECTIVE: o - . : )
17.. Spatial Figures . ' .
i e 77-00 .
18 .Perimeter and Lo o ' ‘
Area - S o 54 .4k .

\ \ ' ' | - i '
: * ‘ - .
* & Y - N

S e 20,00 40.00 60.0p 80.00 100.00
B ¥ } ) oL . . . . \
’ 'y FIGURE hh:  Domain Performance: 'Geometry . g .
c o i\ ‘GEOMETRY | - . ‘
* r . N .

The domavn, "Geometry," contazned two ochctaves, both of which requnred

students to identify common spatial figures and to ¢alculate the volume, -

per:meter.\or area of various geométric figures. The overall performance in

The domain average percent correct (65.72%) was 5.6 percent ‘lower than the’ |
total test average. "identify Spat*al ‘Figures" and ""Calculate Vélume" had AN
the highest average percent correct with 77.00 percent This score refiecss o
a very slight .increase of .07 percent from last year's average percent ~ .
correct. The objective, "Calculating the Perymeter and Area'ﬁ was : ~ A

4
cons:derably lower with 54 44 percent. \
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) Regularyiducation

DOMAIN:

2

PROBLEM SOLVING

o0BIECTIVE:

114

*

.percent below the tptal Mathematics test score of 71.32 percent.
“ domain reported a decline in performance by 1.5 percentage, points. Two

») 9

-

3

Banking and
Commission

Budgeting and
Planning

y

FIGURE &5:

)

» ’ D
LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM.1982-83 .
. GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS . ~
" N = 46,202
Average Percent Correct APC N
| ————— 60.99 .
_ o -
TR \Q\\\\\\\\\\\\\s 61.32 ‘
B X
. N \ =~
T - 50-61.% AN
" _ — o
l N g) o |
20.00  40.00 60.00 " 80.00 100.00 ;
Domain Performance: Problem Solving . " | .
‘ . PROBLEM SOLVING -

\

»
AR

The 3verage percent for thns domain was 60.99 percent, or about 10.5

- objectives were used to méasure this domain.

c
6

The

ission,” included consumer related problems.
.37 percent. “A second objective, "Budget:ng and Planning" (60.61%) , was

st 2 pereent lower than the previous year s score,
students were asked to budget smal? amounts of money .

»

v e

Al

-
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This

objective, '"Banking and
The average<ipercent was

L

‘For~this objective .
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L Annual Comparisons ‘ . .
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‘ Figure 46 (cbntinued)
\ Annuai Comparisons
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“ - *‘ Lounsnana State, Assessment Program

. ' . Figure 47 » - .
b ' Annual Comparisons
' * °  Grade 10 - Writing

04

‘/ Comparlsons ‘between 1982 test results and 1983 test results are not
‘ included because of test rewisions. Approximately 25 percent of the
. . material, was revised and test gontent was "leveled:" That is, some

objectives which measuted 1ower grade level skills were replaced by
. objectives at the grade level tested.
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Can\(ert Fractions and Decimals
Add and Subtract Deciha!s
Muitiply Decimals

Divide Decimals
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92.12

76.87
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70.83

Louisiana State Assessment Program .
) 'Figure 48
- _ Annual Comparisons -
: ’ Grade 10 .- Mathematics
DOMAIN / Objective = 1952 ¢ ' 1983 “APC
TOTAL TEST SCORE — — . ' " ;gg;
- NUMERATION - - ’ — ;Zigg
Rounding Numbers - R 3;:33
WHOLE NUMBER OPERATIONS' . 3513
Add and Subtract Integers SV IIYILIY IS RIS PR avor
—Muitiply and Divide Integers - : - - - :;jgg\
FRACTIONS & OPERATIONS . - P—— | 4
A amd St Fractions ——— “ e
Multiply Fractions P E———— \ 1 8%
Divide Fractions ) T ——— & :3;; -—
DECIMALS: / DECIMAL OPERATIONS S - | 75,08
LR ey NRRE N TN \.{ \tw D R 1 N S R RN S BT S e T I F N >
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Louisiana State Assessment Program

Grade 10 - Mathamatics

Figure 48 ({continued)
Annual Comparisons

o

DOMAIN / Objective 1982 P 1983 " APC
PERCENT-RATIO-PROPORTION ; H
Fragtions & Decimals to Percent 6873 -
- . e oiie T N 89.28
Percent to a Number . 5459
. 58.42
RELATIONS & FUNCTIONS 75.03
: 78.89
Graphs . o 85.08
" 86.55
Equations \ - 1 eage
- . R SR S . 86.83
MEASUREMENT & ESTIMATION . . 82.00
Addition and Subtraction 75.52
. e D I R VO R 7§‘72
» Convert Liquid & Mass Measure 51.08
i . 50.29
GEOMETRY © e ..“.‘mm_*:m i". €5.58
= vrew P R LT IR NN 85.72
Spatial Figures, Volume : ‘ 77.07
i?“’ ™ Wi e 77.00 "
Perimeter and Area 1 84.09
: ] + N 54.44
PROBLEM SOLVING ‘ 8248
: AR 80,99 i
Banking and Commission ; _ 2 82.37
X ] ‘ ta Np— ~ 8137
Budgeting and Planning S ——— 8232 %
40.00 50.00 60.00 70.00 80.00 90.00 ~ 100.00 .
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additional elaboration.

AN
DY

v . " TREPORRING PROCEDURES .
‘1(V}§ti6§ ‘iarcigg;)ﬁ;‘ e (”“ ~

. Writing exercises were assessed by scoring a 5 percent sample of student:
writing at grades 3, 7, and 10. Louisiana classroom teachers were trained

in the Primary Trait Scoring System. This system of scoring writing tests

is an adaptation of the Primary Trait Scoring System developed by the
National Assessment of Educational Progress. The. primary traits measured in
the writing exercise assessment were descriptiop, narration, exposition, and
persuasion. For example, to produce successfully a descriptive mode of

‘writing, there are certain characteristics that must be evidenced and can be

defined.  Descriptive writing involves the effective use of modifying
elements and sensory descriptive terms. . The writing will be improved with

: ) . ]
The features that will contribute to the successful completion of a

. particular primary trait must be identified in terms of their importance.

These definitions then become the scoring criteria, The primary trait score

.essentially indicates whether or not a sample of writing contains the trait

it must have to accomplish the purpose. The LSAP used the point scale below
to score the sample of writing exercises for primary traits: \

0 - No résponse,'il)egibie response, illiterate response, or
-misunderstood task

}] — Writing that is below minimum standards
2 — Writing that is-at the-level of minimum standards

"3 = Writing that is above minimum standards

For reporting purposes, all responses receiving a score of two or three

were reported: as ''Percent deoring at or Above Minimum." \ .
A addition to the primary trait, the four secondary traits were ‘also
described: '
. .- s
Syntax o o : . .
Spelling ’ - I . o
) Capitalization '
Punctuation . !
These secondary traits were scored separaté)y. The minimum standards
were determined by the standards in the writing document, Bulletin 1502,
N sg N N *
The following point scale was used to score the secondary traits:
\ . . e
1 — Below Minimum . ‘ '
2 = Minimum . ) .
3 — Above Minimum -~
@ ' : '
‘ 4 o
Fod *
A 4
75
0 ~— ‘
70
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WRITING EXERCISE RESULTS
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Grade 3 .
The wrtt'ng exercise instrument assessed the performance of Louisiana
thtrd grade students :n two domains: ‘ : '

. Descriptions
11. Narration

oy -

"Three writing exercise items were adm‘nistered to ali students in
grade 3. A 5 percent sample was scored and State level results were
reported. The primary trait, “Narration," had the highest percentage of
students. in the samplie scoring at or above the minimum performance level
"with 92.09 percent. The primary trait, “Descr:ptcon," had the Jowest
percentage of students scorirg at or “above the minimum performance -level,

el
. N . - D

‘Grade 7 - Cow ‘ <o -0

> - \
The wr:t:ng exercise test for the seventh grade students assessed the?r
" performance in two domains:, “E‘
i.. Narration ' R
1. Exposition

H
»

Two wr;twng exercise items were administered to all seventh grade
students. A 5 percent sample was likewise scored and State.-.level results
were reported. Less than half of the seventh grade student scored at or
above the State minimum on both domains. Performance was higher in the
primary traat, "Narratton,"‘wsth 77.94 "percent of the sample scoring at or
above .the minimum performance level. The 'second primary trait,
“Exposition," had slaghtly ‘'over 39 percent of the seventh grade sample
“scoring at or above the minimum performance leVel.

(N
CE

Two domains were used to assess the tenth grade writing exercise sectson

“of the Louisiana State Assessment Program. These were the follcw;ng'

. 1. Exposition \

}.  Persuasion . \

As in the seventh grade test, two writing ekercise items were

administered to all students in the tenth grade. A 5 percent sample was .
2lso scored, and State level.results were reported. The tenth grade sample
showed that students performed conssderab!y higher on the prnmary trait,
"Persuasion,'" with over 72.2Lk percent scoring at or above the minimum
performance tevel. Agaun, as seventh grade, the tenth grade scored lower
in the primary tra:t, "Exposition,'" with 55.91 percent achieving a score at
or above the minimum performance level. .

N
- *

~
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TRAITS

midrange score of 98.8 was recorded for "Punctuation."

I

. Primary Trait
DESCRIPTION®

Secondary Trait
SYNTAX

.Secondary Trait
SPELLING

Secondary Trait
CAPITALIZATION

Sé;ondary Trait
PUNCTUATION

.~

*Students were asked to use words to designate location.

| L |
20.00 40.00 60.00 80,00 100.00

%
ay

FIGURE 49 R

SUMMARY OF GRADE 3 STUDENT ‘x
WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM 1 ‘

Approximately 69 percent.of the students scored on item lkét or above
the minimum performance level on the primary trait of '‘Description."
"higher score was reported for the secondary trait of "Spelling” (99.1%). A

of students scored at or above the minimum performance level on the
secondary trait of “Capitalization" (80.5%). Overall, the student
performance showed a decrease below last year's writing exercise assessment

on this item. This item was designed to assess how well students described -

A

A lesser percentage

the location of a given person, place, or thing using pregositional phrases.

. ! e
. ‘. ., .
LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
GRADE 3 STATEWIDE TOTALS .
WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM ) . )
Percent Scoﬁlnp at or Above Minimum
{ .
: = Percent
R N . N
| 69.45
- 9.1
Ty 98.85
. -\ .
. J ‘
R TR TR HEEREC R SRR 80.50
e 89.8)
~ a l a :

»

¥

%
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LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
‘ ‘  GRADE 3 STATEWIDE TOTALS
\ . : . | ; _
® WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM 2
- Percent Scoring at or Aboye Minimum
LT , Percent
‘ o
TRAITS S
Primary Trait’ : o o ‘ .
DESCRIPTION® ] 7h.79
Secondary Trait S
R SYNTAX ) SO ————————— 98,03
Secondary Trait. . . ' . g,
! SPELLING s S ———— . 96.99
' Secondary Trait \ a ‘ M
CAPITALIZATION E s 78.49
T . R N
{fi Secondary Trait ~ : ‘
© PUNCTUATION . A 96.91
T - ) ¢ ~ 20.00 L40.00 - 60‘!30 80.00 100.00
#*Students were asked to use words to describe simple emotions.
. | » FIGURE 50
~ \ | SUMMARY OF GRADE 3 S :

WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM 2
Performance on |tem 2 was moderately higher than the previous year.
oo : The primary trait "Description” (74.8%) and secondary traits of "Syntax"
(98.0%) and “"Spelling” (99.0%) report an average increase of 3 percent
above last year's performance., “Capitalization" reported 78.5 percent of
the students achieving at or above the minimum: Over 96.9 percent of the

' students performed at the minimum or above in the secondary trait :
. "Punctuation." This was a considerable increase of 12.5 percent above last

year's performance on this item.

This item asked students to use words to describe simb)e emotions.

*
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20.00 hojao Mso.go 80.0% 100.00

*Students were'asked to write a seéience using given words about a

topic. -~
FIGURE 51 .
-y f
SUMMARY OF GRADE 3.
WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM 3’

The number of students performing at "“the mini

Y

or above" rose

L S

approximately three percentage points for

primary trait, "Narration"

(92.1%), and secondary traits, "Syntax" (98,8%) and.?Spelling“ (98.4%) above

last year. "Capitalization" (72.3%) and
percent increase in the number of student
the 1981-82 writing. exercise assessment.
emphasized writing sentences about a rive
Hfish.N . .

"Punctuation" (89.1%) had a 6

s sCOringﬂgt‘gr above minimum over
The primary trait in this item’

r using the words "boat' and

»
) 1
\..“\ N b
X *
Aol
N
¥
.
A ?
2 3 3—!’\
L 3 *
. B
8 3 ’

. * . v +
H
N N u )
L LOUISIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83 :
: ) - .
GRADE 3.STATEWIDE TOTALS = _ \ .
WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM 3 N
Percent Scoring at\or Above Minimum 3
‘ -> Percent
TRAITS 1 - : .

. Primary Trait Al - - ' Y .
NARRAT | ON* - 92.09
Secondary Trait » ' . ‘

e A A T e A 7N T T S A T AN N

SYNTAX LY STty 98478,

- AN : \
Secondary Trait 1 o - :
SPELLING .y 98.38
Secondary Trait - \ -
CAPITALIZATION O 72.30

+ > - -
Secondary Trait \ . \
PUNCTUAT{ ON Y T TR T R R 89.13
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° 3 WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM 1 . g
.Percent Scoring at or Above Minimum
- Percent
TRAITS "\
Primary Trait N - . R .
NARRATION® S 77.9%
Secondary Trait: T i .
SYNTAX . RN ———-—- n.n
Secondary Trait . .
SPELLING i CL T 6R.60
Secondary Trait . e .
CAPITALIZATION S / 70.37
Secondary Trait h - ~ \ ~ . \ \
, PUNCTUATION AE—————_—_——— - 87,59
20,00 40.00 - 60.!)0 80.00 100.00
‘ #Students were asked to write endings for ‘stories. . ’
o " FIGURE 52
. ' N Y A
\ - .‘ . ‘\‘ . . . N
- S > SUMMARY OF GRADE '7 STUDENT -
e : - WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM | ‘
| : "é}gramatic‘increase was reflected in the number of students scoring at
- or above the minimum on the primary tgpit,‘"Narration"'(77“92) ih Jtem Y of

the grade 7 Writing Assessment. However, three secondary traits: "Syntax"
(71.7%), "“Spelling" (60.6%), and “Capktalization" (70.4%) report lower
performance than the previo&s Writing Assessment. The percent of students
achieving "at or above the minimum" on the secondary trait, '"Punctuation”
(87.6%), was 42.2 percent hiigher than the percent of students on the 1981-82

assessment.
.. y ‘ /
. For this item, students were psked to-write a story bgsed on Rour L]
Y. pictures.: > - :
\ ‘ \ ) \
7 . 2
. E;“
4
. ,
5 15




~ . . y
LA o i
~ ! . *
R + .. . -
an . * -
)
"LOUSSIANA STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 1982-83
GRADE 7 STATEWIDE TOTALS . o
) " WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM 2
’ Pergent Scoring at or Above Minimum
- \ SN L - . °  Percent
. . - . ‘ : Ny \_? {t’#\\
TRAITS LY ~ g ~ . :
‘ ‘ . RN . . . . -~ :o0 T -
Primary. Trait = . - . . . '
EXPOSITION* ; o Tt 39017
. . » ) ‘ . .
Secondary Trait ‘ § : - \ .
L SWNTAR SR . hk.61,
. Sectondary Trait . \\\ : T
SPELLING  ©  faspnsesesmeonssy | bl 24
- ;\\‘ R . > 7
.+ Secondary Trait \ o .
.+ CAPITALIZATION AT 71,33
{\ Y Ry N R N N N
. Secondary Trait =« : ) C )
' PUNCTUATION A % . 60.82
. L) A3 »
’ . ¥ h
t > -
I l !
U, 20.00 40.00 60.p0 80.00 100.00
"kStudents were asked to write a topic sentence an velop a short -
expository paragraph of three to five sentences.. _ ~
N N . L/
FIGURE 53 . . .
’ S

: . * SUMMARY OF GRADE 7 STUDENT
) \ ‘ WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM 2

AN

a
*

The overall performance for this item has been consistently lower than
the other item. However, some improvement was reggrted for the primary
trait, "Exposition" (39.2%), up from 35.71 percenti¥ the secondary trait,
“Spelling" (64.2%), about{1.3 percent higher; "Capithlization" (71.3%),
higher by three percent; and “Punctuation' (60.8%). A decrease in the
number of students achieving a minimal level of performance was reported on
the secondary trait of "“Syntax." The percentage of students fell from 83.8
gercent achieving the minimum in 1981-82 to 44.6 percent achieving this

ear. “ \
The grade 7 item 2 asked students to read a’given paragraph discussing
the impact of television on society ayd to write their ideas about it based
on their opinion. The primary trait was measured by specifically asking

,students to write a topic sentence and develop a short expository paragraph

of three to five sentences. . * .
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oo | LOUISIANAJBTATE ASSESSAENT PROGRAM :1982:33
s ."1 ‘ CGRADE 10 STATEWIDE TOTALS. . . .

. WRLTING EXERCISE - ITEM 1 ~ * - T c
. . ~ : Parcgnt Scorinc at or AbOVQ Hihi@ﬂh , e Ty '

N v . o
’ . J; . Percenmt *
R . . \ . i r\ * ~° ) \“ ».‘: R ‘ N .. W .
‘ TRAITS ‘ T A ’ e, T s PN »
N N - A2 R “ .
* : R . . . ' R .. .- v
I = Primary Trait - S ‘. . L . DU
EXPQSITION® - . _ BIPREEEINE -1 3| M
® ' ) i 2 v re N - N
. ~ i < . - - i N ;ﬁ,\ * .
. Se%ondary Trait T . o ‘& : : :
o . SYNTAX - e \\\»\:\e\\a \s*‘ii‘% SR L LA
X 10) N ) . o N ) " e
. o . Secondary Trait \y N .
> . - SPELLING § . LAY AT

. 4
N . Secbmdg?y Trait —_— ‘ " " \1 ‘ . Lo ;{ -
. CAPITALIZATION B R R R R TR . e J1O.5h"
. FUTRNNEN WD RN S \\\\\\\ \\\\\k\ N \\\\\\ . N > R - - “z . o
. Secondary Trait ' - L ) Lot L
. * RUNCTUATION = — e L, - 5.2 L
. . . - S g t TR ‘
\ - ] N L E | T N
. ‘ 20.00 40.00 60 0 80 00, '!OO o0 > . A
. ! Y, . ¥ E N \; . ° w. : * B
' *Students were asked to writela paragraph explaining a precégs‘,f‘ i s
. (recipes, directions). L . R L PO .
= §~~ * . - ‘ o . . = . :‘\‘
- ; -, IGURE 54 . S e
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) " s 'SUAMARY OF GRADE 10 STUDENT - _ -~ ° . ~
g » ! . WRITING EXERCISE - ITEM ) " I ? ) . .
N . ¥ b &’\ ‘r, N AR
The percentage of studenﬁgpscoryng at'or. -above’ the m:pimum pg;fcrmahce -

‘ level of item 1 on the primary trait of “exposition:was '55.9.percent, or - *.
about 3 percent lower than last.Year's performance. . A}l .pf e. . ' S, .
secondary traits, "Syntax" (61.2%), "Spellang"“(hh 72), ’Cap|tak!zat:on" LT
{70.5%) , and "Punctuation" (65.2%), reflected ah increase of ‘an. average of ST -
about 2 percent above the 1981-82 wrc;;ng Assessment on th:s Ttem. %4

in. this item, students were gvven a short story about gettiﬁgha f?ag Ch e

tire. The questions ask the students to: descrzbe the process“nf changing ,? 1

»
the tire. : ~ ¥ . -
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N LOUISTANA S‘!ZATE ASSESSHENT PROGRAM 1982-83
* =
— . . ~ GRADE 10 STATEWIDE TOTALS
N WRITANG EXERCISE - ITEM 2 .
DN - *  Percent §oring at or Above Minimum . -
~ ) \ " PR ~ Percent
CTRAITS D T ", |
\‘¥r}mary Trait ) : . t
PER§UA$!0N* v T B 72.24
i @ . ‘\ BN
. Secondary Trait - . \ ‘ \\
~'SYNTAX T ¥§§$§xw\§sts§:§§t§§%* T 6936~
«Secondary.Tfait . B /i’,
SPELLING & 2787
N Secondary Trait. oo ~? \ .
_ CAPITALIZAT I ON st . ) 39. 14
Secondary Tra:r* - ’
PUNCTUATION ~ SO 12,28
e . R
S TN 1 | A !
o ~ 20.0} 40:00 60.00 80.00 100.00 .

*Stulhnts were asked to express a v:eWpouqt, using three to f;ve

support:ng ideas (1,e ., cite opinions or facts).

[4
L 4

+

FIGURE 55

SUMMARY OF GRADE 10

UR!TING

The primary tralt on |tem 2

EXERCISE - ITEM 2

D \
measures “Persuasaon.“ The petrcent of

_ students achieving at or above the minimum performance level was 72.2 .
percent, or about 12 percent lower than last year. For this t:aat. students
‘were asked to express a viewpoint, using three to five supp items.

&

- The secondary trait, "Syntax" (63.4%), reported a 2 percentV

remaining three secondary traits

ase. The

reported the lowest percentade scor:ng at

or above the minimums. “Spelling" (27.8%) improved from last yesn s percent

of 22.4 and 38.0, respectively.

The secondary trait of “Punctuation® had

“the loggst percentage of students wath 12. 8 percent. f .o

":This item -asked the students

to hire them for a job. Both facts and opxn:ons were to be used.

* ‘\ - N N
- »
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. ¢ o,
to ccmpose a letter conmxnCt an emplioyee
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Thvs section is devoted to a l;st:ng of the technical aspects of the
State ‘Assessment Tests. Table 7_contains descriptive information concerning
the tota) tests. Reported in the table are number of examinees, means,
standard deviations, standard errors of measurement, and KR—-20's for the v
total tests. Table 9 contaans descriptive statistics for each grade 7
domain tested. Tenth grade domain performance is.summarized in Table 16. .
Data‘goncern;ng objective Fevel performance for gradq 7 in each subject are

¢ reported in Tables 10-12. For grade 10, objective level performance data
. are contained in Tables 17-19, The distribution of item poxnt-bsser:als is. -
NN > reported for the total test, domaon, and objective levels in Tables 13 and
o - 14 for the seventh grade test and in Tables 20 and 21 for theé tenth grade

. ylest. KR-205 for grade ] are contarned in Table 8 and KR-20s for grade 10
, are shown in Table 15.

- PSYCHOHETR!C PROPERT!ES OF THE 1932-83 READ!NG. WRITING, AND
K * HATHEHAT!CS ASSESSMENT !NSTRUHENIS _

.. Testing :nstruments such. as those used in the 1982-83 Read:ng, Wr:tung,

ar~ 3

and Mathematics Assessment must have certain psychometric properties if ) o~

appropriate decisions or inferences are to be made on the basis of the
- measures obtained. The most “import9nt properties are reliability and
va!zd:ty and to a lesser d&gree, the discrimination power of items. ‘
> N\ . '\‘" .
L N : . : A i .
Nature of Critqrion-Refgrenced Measurement

T " The Louisiana Assessment. of Reading, Writing, and Mathematics was : —
constructed following the philosophy of crrterron—referenced measurement.
" Criterion—neferenced tests are constructed to permit the interpretation of
individual and group ‘test scores in relation to. a clearly def ined "domain of
content, Normreferenced tests, on the o;her hand, are'prnnczp:)ly

- constructed to facilitate the comparison of individuals (or. groups)ﬁaﬂth
‘ ‘respect to the performance of 'a norm group pn the content measured - by the oo -
.test {Hambleton and Eignor, 1979). The content domain can be spec:f;td by - ..
- defining the objectives within the curriculum to be performed by the’ - o ‘\‘
T individual. Measurements are taken on samples of objectives drawn from the .

domain, and such measurements are referenced directly to the domain. The .

: differences between criterion-referenced and norm-referenced tests can be

“ found by examining (a) the purpose for which the test is constructed,

(b) the manner in which it was constructed, (¢) the specificity of .
jnformation yielded about the objectives in the curriculum area, (d) the 0
generalization of test performance.information to the domain, and (e) the

use to be made of the test information obtained. : )

N

Cr;ter:on~referenced tests are specsfecally desagned to provide data

i that are directly interpretable from the domain of Zontent covered by th

iﬁ& tést. The purpose is to assess an individual's status with respect_ toﬂzﬁa o

‘ content. There is no reference to other individuals (norm groups)f

,f’ ltem construction in criterion-referenced assessment is.cohcerned with -
mak:ng the item an accurate ref!d’tacn of the desired behavior. Easy or
difficult, indiscriminate or discriminate, the most important consideration
is to construct the item to represent the behavior specified. The norm—
referenced test item must, by design, discriminate to promote variant
schres. ‘ttems that are very easy or very hard are eliminated because they v

.'i*“ ’ Y a h

»
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Ho not produce var;abr lity. : \7 S \J’

Differences between norm;?zferenced and criterion-referenced measures
can sometimes be determined by examining the specificity of the information
that, can be obtained. In criterion-referenced assessment, the idfomgation’
to be provided must be in relation to the domain of objectives f F?ﬁe
specified turriculum. Thus, the objectives reflect relevagﬁwﬁgétgﬁfhat must
be measured by the desired behavior and the criterion.

The criterion—referenced test must be related to the domains that the
, test was designed to measure. ' it is not uncommon for a sequence of skills °
desired for mastery to become quite long over a short period of time.
Therefore, the test must be constructed in order to generalize from
straxegtczﬁgy chosen atemr’that are » representa;»ve samplg Qf the total
domain. ' o~
* . . .’.—;,’
Any assessmemt should provide information upon which decisions can be
‘ made. . Decisions about an individual and about instructional progress can be
made from criterion—referenced tests. Normreferenced tests .facilitate
comparisons among individuals. Very little can be sand about an

rnstructvonz%jgsogram from a»ncrm-referenced measure‘

~

Cen -
The criterion—reference test can be used to determine whether a _

' Jearnér has mastered certaih)skills and contepts. It can also be used to

determine whether a group of learners has mastered certain skills and

concepts, and therefore, to provide a basis for decision making regarding

' the ‘efficacy of' the instructional program. .

, -
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Reliability ; '

"Test relnabsl;ty" May be def;ned as the cons;stency with which a test, - -

or its set of scored responses, measures some trait.or set of behav:or for a
group of examinees, . Reliability is a characteristic of a test:only when s
applied to a specific group of examinees. The reliability of a test can be
summarized in a statistic called K. reliability coefficient. Correlating .
scores on parallel or equivalent forms of the test yields a Peiiability -~ \\
coefficient of the equivalence of the items. Correlating scores from two -

. gdministrations of the test y:eids areliability coefficient of. the ’ »

. stability.of the test scores. "Correlating scores from halyps of the test or
use of the Kuder— Richardson formiia (Formula KR-20 cr*KR-B]) yields a \
reliability coefficient of the internal consistency of the ‘test items. : .
Generally. speaking, the more appropriate the tést is to‘the range of ’
abilities among examanees and the wider that range, the larger the 'y
réJ,&b;ttty of the“test (Ebel, 1972). - S, ‘ e

[
S
~ \\ 4 \

Note, however, that -the KR-ZO formula is dépendent. on the range ¥ ' ¥

abilities in the examinee group. Jt is often the case'that the fangﬁffT -
performance on a crvter:on—referenced test is not very»wyde. In this) case, .
KR—20s-will be lower than in the case where the range of scores is great; X »

.
5

°
A statistic generally anvarrant across samples is then&tandard error ‘of Sl
‘measurement {Lord and Novick,- !968) he standard error of measurement . - ' .
.gives an indication of the precision’o st scores. A useful (a?though~not;~* .
complete!y accurate) way of anterpret;ng the standard error of measurement Lo
is as ‘follows: Use an examinee's test score and the standard error of
measurement to set'up a band around, the test score. Suppose, for example,

. that an examinee had obtained a score of 57 on a test for which the standard . ’

- ¥

’* N ‘“. N
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error of measurement was 2. Thas could be lnte%preted to mean that: there
are two chances out of three that the person's true score (if measurement
were perfect) is between 55 and 59. ;

Both KR—-20s and standard ?%rs of measurement were used to est;mate
the reliability of the scores’' oMained in the 1981-82 assessment.”
‘Reliability coefficients and standard errors of measurement for total test
Scores can be found in Table 7.

A

i N

Note that atll KR—ZOS are greater than .900, for the "Total Tests." This

indicates that the items which constitute each of the State Assessment tests

are consistent \in'the ach’evement area they measure. . .
\;:3 : The standard errors of measurement reported in Table 7 range from 2.670
to 3.775. These standard. errors of measurement are in the genera) range

found on other cr;ter;on~referenced tests of similar. length
Tab!e '8 and -Table 15 contain the frequencies of the KR-20s by domain
- apd objective for each subject area. .

* {g N -
KR-ZOs for domains and objectives in each grade are reported sn Tables
9-12 for grade 7 and Tables 16—39 for grade 10. The KR-20s for domains and
objectives are, as expected, lower than the total test KR-20s. This
reflects the fact that the domain and objective KR-20s are based on fewer

items than the onesybased on the total tests. - X \ .

- .o

)

Item Discrimination ‘ S RN

"A second important techn:ca) qua!:ty of a test is the abvlnty of its "
itemis to discriminate among individuals of high and low Jachievement as
determzned by tota) test scores. T index used to measune this ability of
Louisiana Reading, Writing, and athe atics Assessment s;gms was the point
biserial correlation. - o .

The posnt biserial provndes an indication oéii&ether or not an item is
functioning as it is intended. Point biserials greater than zero indicate

that high scorvng examinees are getting the item correct more often than low -

scor:ng exam:nees. This is, of course, the desired condition. Negative
point biserials indicate items which lower ability students are more likely
to answer correctly than high'ability examinees. Point biserials do,
however , depend on test score var:aQslnty. Since triterionrreferenced test
scores often do not exhgb;t substantial varsabzltty (partscularly at the
domain or objective. level where the pumber of items is smal}l), point §
biserials and corrected po:nt bisprials must’ be xnterpreted with caution; !
iow 6r even negative point buse?sals may be a reflectson of lack of test
score varaab:lnty rather than an indication of poor. jtem. quality. Tables
3 13 and 1h and 2Blangd 21 pqg vide information regarding the distribution of

‘ point biserials on -83 assessment on the grade 7 and grade 10 tests

. respect:ve}y. T - -

‘ : o \ 2 .

s . Posnt baser:a%s on short tests (such as the feur-xtem obJecttve C e
groupings) tend to-be inflated to some extent because of the part—whole
relationship whan an ‘item is correlated with the “total test score. « This -
relatjonship explains the genérally hsgher point htser;als found for domaxns

and objectives than forytbe total test. . N <
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Validity
. : g o i
Since validity includes reliability and item discrimination power, most ’
measurement specualusts consider this quality the most important technical
characteristic of a test. While validity involves reliability, the reverse -
is not necessarily true. That is, a test can be highly reliable without
being valid. : )
G!gz;ally speak:ng, the valad:ty of a test is the degree to w]hch it
. measures whatever it was designed to measure. The type of validity of
prijary concern in cr:teraon—referenced tests such as-the Louisiana Readnng,
Writing, -and Mathematics Assessment is content validity. This type of i
validity is concerned with thé adequacy of samplnng a specific universe of R
.content. Stated another way, content validity is the adequacy with which
"test irems sample the-behavior specvf:ed by the domain or one of its
subordsnate obgectaves. i - \ .

-

A T Content valudtty does not )ehd ‘tself readn!y to quantaf:cat:on.
: .Accordingly, the content validation 6f the Louisiana Reading, Writing, and

«~ Mathematics Assessment instruments was based on critical judgment.

. Judgmental data were provided by teachers, content area specialists, and

\X measurement specialists. Two types of judgments wére sought, namely:

. . 1. A consensus as to the object}Ves involving demonstration

. \ of minimal skills deemed’ ‘necessary and relevant to B

- ‘beginning eighth. and eleventh grade Louisiana student ‘

. v ‘populations, and '

2 A consengus on the adequacy of the test :items as measures

of ‘the s@gl!s wh»ch they were constructed to measure, :

" ) >
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\ S e ‘ [ﬁ PRED’CTION Oﬁ R‘NGES OF EDUCATIONAL EXPECTANCY : " L

»

N

’ The Louasaana Department f Edugation is required to report the .
. . - ‘performance ‘of ch parish’in retation.tp the- demograph;c variables that o
e . characterize th parish. For the 1982-83 Louvszana*State Assessment Program
v these repgris were generated usfng .multiple reggession techniques. The

LT praocess by which the muitipie regress;on was used to generate the reports is
. . explained vin this section. A unique range was predicted for each.parish.at-

L each grage level {7 or 10) 'in each of the subject areas of read;ng, writing,

. and math#mat:cs. (See Tables® 24—26.)
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o - v it cs~we!1 known that’ academic-achievement is influenced prlmar:!y byé o
. two factors: the qualvty of educational services provided and the socwal
- ¢ and eqoﬁomrc backgrbunds of the students. These factors may be called .

" school and nonschool factors. Many school factors are con;ro?1able, but*“~d§, RO

& -
= = 7
N . - s most nansehool factors cannot be controlled. .
. s ’ Test gcores alone do not !rov;db information about the relative :mpact L
of snhdo! "and nonscheool factors on student achu.vement. For this reasonﬁ.ﬁt W
wodu id ' Be :napprbprlate Yo judge the guality of educat:onal services prov:dgﬁ e
x < by 23 séhoo] syszem on the basis of test: 3cpres anne. - .
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The Louisiana Department of Education, in‘accordance with it€

- legisiative mandate,* is .seeking to provide school systems with 2 more
realistic picture of the real impact of school factors on student

achievement., . S ‘ ‘

>
- Y

, Using statistical techniques adjust for these predetermined,

nonschool factors, the Louisiana Department of Education developed a range

of educational expectancy scores for each skill area and each test grade
.within each district, Simply stated, the expected range represents the

upper and lower limits within which a district's mean score is expected to

~  fall, given the socioeconomic and racial/ethnic makeup of its student

population. Districts whose test score means fall within their expected -
ranges can be said to be as effective as the average district in the State
with similar student gompositions. "

- L3

- -

Of course, expected ranges can never ‘be perfectly accurate. Every-
district has a different mix of students, and the factors affecting 2
individual student,performance are almost limitless. To attempt to identify
all-the factors that affect student achievement would be an impossible task.
On the other hand, when data are averaged across units as large as a schgoi
system, very distinct patterns do emerge. These patterns make possible *
rather accurate expectations about aggregate test scores. A g

-

H

)

Statistical Concepts Related fo Expected Ranges -
Multiple Reég:ssion Analysis \ i o f ‘ - i

Student characteristié¢s that affect achievement, but cannot be altered .
or controlled by .school systems, are referred ‘to as "background variables."
- An example of a background variable is a student's socioeconomic status.
Multiple regression analysis is a statistical procedure that provides
estimates of the relative importance of background variables in influencing
student achievement. These estimates are often calléd "weights." These
- background characteristics and their respective weights may be combihed to
produck an expected, achievement score for that school system. ldeally,
i.e., if achievement testing were an exact science or totally free of error,
" this expected score would represent a standard to which a school district
v could compare its performance. - ‘

-

Expa%;ed Range : .

¥

,nu!{ip!e regrission analysis is extremely precise. Unfortunately,
~achievement testid!?i\.samewhat less precise, so that average scores,

* whether, actual or expected, are subject to a degree of Yerror of

© measurement.' Therefore, no achievement test scores are perfectly accurate.

“for this reason, an expected range of scores is reported, rather than a
simple expected score. The error associated with an expected range can be

: precisely controlled by choosing a range of a given width. The width of the

Y - " expected range on each district report was chosen to account for 99 percent

' 77 of the uncertainty inherent in the expected scores. In other words, if the s
district's average test score falls within the expected range, the chances ) ..

“.~ * 4“ - .‘
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are 99 out' of 100 that the district's score is average for similar
districts. Conversely, if. the thé district's test score falls outside the
expected range, there is ofly one chance in a hundred that the district's
test performance is. in fact average for districts with similar student
background characterxstscs‘ .

s

Background Varcables

e

- The Louisiana: Statc Assessment Program collected and ana}yzed data
regarding the background characteristics of student populations. As stated
ear liéry” these characteristics, or background variables, are defined“as
factors ‘that are related to student achievement but are not under the direct
control of instructional or administrative personnel. Variables used in_ the
multiple regression analyses include mother's and father's educational
attainment, mother,'s and father's occupation, and race/ethnicity of student.

&

N
The educational :mpact of the above factors varies slightly from skill
.. rto.skill and from grade to grade. Therefore, the expected ranges are
ot computed unnquc}v for each skill area and. grade. o
h The vaiues for these variables were obtalned from the answer sheets.
'The decision to include or exclude a background variable was made on the
basis of statistical criteria designed for this purpose. That is, a
variable was included if it significantly improved the reliability of
expected score ranges.

\ .
k - x> v N -~

>

Additional Conssderat;ons in !nterpretvng Expected Ranges

Two further considerations should be taken into account in the inter—
N pretation of the Louisiana State Assessment ?rogram results, First, the
- tests do not measure all the goals of Louisiana's educational programs or
those of each district. Only basic skills in read:ng, writing, and mathe—
matics were asscssed Although the tests are compgghensive, not every skill
can be tested in the time available. .Therefore, cdhclusions should be
+ limited to the SpecafsC'subJects and skills tested, rather than to the
" entire curriculum. \ .

- - .

2

o Second, expected ranges provwde relative standards for comparison, and

actual scores descrihe average performance within a district. - The fact that

e a district's actual mean score is _higher than its expected range does not
signify that all the stullents in that district have mastered the basic x
skills. Nor does it mean that all of the students have achieved at a level
reflected in the mean score. |t means only, that-the average student in the
district has performed at.a higher ievel than his or her counterpart in

~ .. Similar distriects. .// - \ : o 5

FA

L SN . »

Aggregation of Statiitics at the District Level

Reports were produced for each school dxstrtct by aggregat:ng both test~

scores and demographic data at the school district level,. Test scores were
* ., avenaged within each district. Those demograph:c stattstscs that were
ordinal (parents' educational Bttainment in years, number of siblings) were
.+ also averaged within each district. Nominal (categormca!) variables =
~$(parents occupation, ethnicity, :sex) were coded on an ordinal .scale for
»* <each district. This was done by expressing-the: pércentage of examinees in
each district who fell into each category for the variable. Ffor example,
fathers occupataon was represented at the district !evel_by two. statistics:
: . \ | . ‘ E)
‘ , ‘ : 87
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the percentage of examinees whose fathers held professional/managerial—type
.jobs, and the percentage of examinees whose fathers held skilled or semi-
skilled JObS» .

4

Generation of Expected Ranges re

To determine\empirically the independent inflhence of the demographic
. factors on achievement in-each of the three skill areas at each of the two
grade levels tested, six analyses wereiperformed )

Because statistics from a 1arge school district are more reliable than
those from a small. district, each district's test scores were weighted in
proportion to the number of students in that school who took the test in
question. These weighted scores for each skill area within each grade were
regressed on the recoded demographic variables. The regression analyses
produced six sets of regression coefficients, or weights, corresponding to
the two grades and three subject are#s. These weaghts are measures of the
relative importance of each demographic var:ab!e in accounting for variance
in test scores. ) : N .

F:nally, an expected average test score was generated for each skill
area at each grade Tevel using a formula of the form*

Expected Mean = Intercept + (coefficient A x variable A)-
+ (coefficient B x variable B)
.+ (coefficient € x variable C), etce

- N )

The actual formulas emﬁ?oyed‘are found in Tables 22 and 23. .

»

N

*a

To produce a range of ‘expectancy, a 99 percent confidence band was
constructed around each expected mean score., The meaning of this band may
be expressed as fo)lows* The average district whose student demographics
are described by a given set of percentages will "have -a mean test score
within the bounds of the confidence band 99 out of 100 times. In other
words,  the chances are only one . out of 100 that a district whose mean test
score falls outside this confidence band is performing at an average level,
given the particular composition of its examinees. Essentially, the expected
range allows one to infer how a district's -examinees are performing relative
to all the other districts in the $tate, by simulating a situation in which
every district has an examinee population of identical demograph:c
. composition.

88
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Table 7
STANDARD ERRORS OF MEASUREMENT AND KR-20'S

R - \ * -~ TOTAL TEST SCORES
SN S C e YEAR 1982-83
- - " Standard Error Kuder—Richardson -
Grade Subject © N% of Measurement Formula No. 20
. 7  Reading 72,817 v - 236 .966
: - 7 Mriting 2,872 2.5 '.951
\ 7  Mathematics 2,872 N 3.631 .. .962
10 Reading 2,469 o 3a200 .971
10 Writing \ 2;469 2.963 . T .962
10  Mathematics 2:469 3.598 , - .972
* Statistics for these analyses are based on a 5 percent sample. ‘ ﬁ*.
R . . ;
L Table 8 n
. "/f“ ’ 7 : Grade 7%’ ‘

FREQUENCY OF KUDER—RICHARDSON CORRELATION COEFF!CIENTS

<

CORRELATION ‘READ1NG WRITING MA%HEMAT!CS

: RANGE . . N=2,872 | .~ N=2,872 - N=2,872
Lower ~ Upper Domain Objective Domain- ©Objective Domain Objective
.90 .99 2 - - - 1 -
. - .80 .89 ] - 2 ] 2 |-
.70 .79 LS 5 2 L2 3 -
.60 .69 - 9 = 3 - I
. .50 .59 - h - 6 1 6 -
- ko 49 - - - ) 1 7
.30 .39 - - - - 1 2
.20 .29 .- - - - - -
10 .19 - - - - - -
© .00 .09 - - - - - -
* Statistics for these analyses are-based on a 5 percent sample. ff“ .
. ‘ )
. “~§‘ . . :
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Table §

‘\Descrnptzve Statistics f;r the Grade 7
Louisiana State A::essnent Program 1982-83

T

~ s N

-7 Douains*
No. of Stan. Stan. Error
Subject Domain ltems  Mean Dev.  Measurement KR-20
Reading Vocabulary 8 6.54 2.02 ,;‘0¢886: T 0799
"Reading Phonetic Ana!ysis 8 5.89 2.39 -, 0.908°  0.824
Reading Comprehension 28, 21.82  6.48 1.860 0.922
Reading Study Skills 16" « WLh.37 3.30 0.997 0.907 -
T Writing Spelling 16 . 12.98 ?,66f 1.312 0.874
Writing Capitalization -8 3.47 .86 0.958 0.751
_Writing Punctuation 8 3.59 1.898 0.956 . 0.738
Writing Language Structure” 20 15.32 _4.89 l 586 0.897
Mathematics Numeration 8 5.61 2.3; .359. 0.741-
Mathematics Whole Number - 8 6.62 1.94 Q\877. 0.731
- . Operations ) v ‘ :
Mathematics Fractions and 16 11.06  L.71 1.470° 0.900
~ Operations . - A .
Mathematics Decimals and - - 8 5.93. 2.10 1,061 0.706
Decimal Operations . S ~ ® n
Mathematics Percent, Ratio, * 12 6.04  3.424 1.485 0.808
and Proportion’ * R .
Mathematics Relations and L 3.12 1.245 0.654 0.524 -
‘ ~ Functiens ) (O “4\\\\\u . ; R
Mathematics Measurement and "4 3.20  1.124 ™~ 0.658 0.428
' ‘  Estimation- . e ’
Mathematics Geometry : b ¥2.27  1.265. 0.8 0.341
Mathematics - Probiem Sdlv:ng . 12 6.79 3.639 “1.b18 0.837

*Statistics reported in this table are based on a sample of approximately
5 percent of the. students tested-. ‘

~
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-Table 10

-
N

Readlng ObJecfivet** .

¢

. ‘Descriptiva Statistics for the Grade 7
Louisiana State Assos:nent Pfogram 19§2—83*

v

a3

by N K v »,/
. ..'Staw. Stan. Error :
Objective. Mean \W Measurement KR—20
» ; A \ Tow J~~ > .
L VOCABULARY .+ v ‘
R ' Words Controlled by R 3.68 0.75 0.453 0.637
, <% . Changes’the Final Y 3.67 .0.79 0.437 0.698
Lae S8 Nekbs with INGT . 3.68 0.75 0.h53  0.637
- W Hdlvday Words and- Seasons 3.67  0/79 0.437 0.698
\ Paouz‘nc,mausvs \ . : \
Final Cohsonants : 3.92 0.32 0.254 0.391
" Long Vowels 3.89,  0.k2 0.300 0.492
COMPREMENSION - . ‘ ) :
Interprets Meaning of Words «3.91 0.40 0.265 0.559
Interprets Meaning of a Phrase 3.90 0.h2 0.276 0.574
Interprets Meaning of a Sentence .3.86 0.46 0.332 0.474
'Story Detail . . N 3.62° 0.78 0.506 §\0‘608
Story Sequence 3.60  0.90 0.466 . 0.733
; Main . ldea 3.57- 0.86 0.520  0.635
R STUDY SKILLS \ .-
- Alphabetizes to the First Letter 3.6 0.7k 0.504  0.537
Folliows Directions "3.84 0.5} 0.339 0.561
Locates Various Topics 3.69 O‘gﬁ 0.L461} 0.608
3.94 0.92 0.4h61 0.683°

b Picture Dictionary

Y A )

L percent of the students tested.

**All objectives were measured by four ‘items. -
i .

-

A

N

*Statistics reported in th:s table are based on a sample of approxnmately
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Dascr:ptive Statistics for th ‘
Louisiana State Assessment Program ?982-83*

~

Writing Objectivast* N

NS
-

-

Stan. Stan. Error

Objective . - ' Mean Dev.  Measurement KR-20
SPELLING ' S - -
Words Controlled by R 3.4 1.05 0.557 0.704
Change the Final Y ‘ . .+ 3,23 113 . 0.635 0.598
Verbs with ING . 3.16 ¢+ 1.10 . 0.692 0.549
Ho]iday WOVQ§ and Seasons ‘ ‘ }‘19‘ 1.04 " 0.710  0.501
CAPITAL1ZATION : ‘
Names of Language, People, etc. 3.35 1‘210 T 0.568 0.662
, .Heading, Salutation, and Closing of Letter 3.12 0.99 0.765 0.432
PUNCTUATION. . N '
a Period 3.23 1.08 0.667 - 0.532
- " Apostrophe with Contraction ‘ 3.22 1.09 ° 0.663 0.592
LANGUAGE STRUCTURE . S
Negative Statements . 2.62 ,_1.57 0.618 0.801 -
Demonstrative Statements . ~ 3.26  1.13 0.615 0.618
inflectional Ending ) 3.31. 1.08 0.612 0.585
.Combine Sentences 2.91 1.23 0:711 0.652.
Change Statements 3.22 1.32 . 0.508 3n{) .786

v . . %
N .

*Statistics reported in this table are based o(la sample of approximately
5.percent of the students tested. . X

~

. . ~ N . -
*¥%All objectives were measured by four items.
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L W Ty " Table 12 '
R > . . N . . \‘ - » . N . -
o . Descriptive Statistics for the Grade-7
* : .o e - Louicinna State A:sessnent Program 1982-83*
¢ . < i( ﬂathenmtics ObJactives** f L -
: o7 ~ ' . \ . Stan. Stsn».Erro;~ .. .
. Objective L. , ‘ ~ Mean Dev.  Measurement KR-20
7 . '3“ ‘ : ’
. ‘NURERAT 1 ON ' S Lo v e _ \ P
Place Valuye . ' ‘ 2.37 1.hé .0.760  0.624
Rounding Numbers . - ~2.78° 1.27 . 0.773 . 0.427
. WHOLE NUMBER open311pus , - s
, = Addition and Subtraction . © 3.49 0.99 0514 - 0.395
‘ ‘Davas;on : : ' 3.3

1.19 0.661. 0.h73

FRACT!ONS AND OPERATLONS ! )
0.738

- Rename Fractions ‘ 0:533
* Add Fractions 0.674. 0.59%
- Subtract Fractions ' ® 0.614 0.698
“Multiplys Fractzons T e 0.742 6.601
' ) DECIHALS AND DiClﬂAt OPERATIONS © L . ) - ;
‘ Add and Subtract Decimals 3.35  1.11 .. 0.56) 0.483
N Multiply Decimals .. - D 2.58 1.29 © . 0.8k 0.&2?
" PERCENT, RATI0, AND PROPORTION .. y .
Changing Percents and Decimals - . 2.1 127 Q.890 0.400
o Changing: Fractions and Percents . . 2.2) .53 0.730 0.664
N _ Percent of a Number - : ; L2 135 0.836 0.437
RELATIONS AND FUNCTIONS . , EENRY
" . Graphs : 3.12 1.22 0.654. " 0.524
g MEASUREMENT AN EST!HAT!ON ST 3 . o
. Time and Temperat re " . 3200 1.2 0.658 0.428
GEOMETRY , L : L
Perimeter and Are : \ S 2.2 .27 0.881  0.3M
PROBLEM SOLVING ‘ - T AR
Two—step Word Problems 2.33  1.43 0.778 0.572
Money 2.45 1. 0.775%  0.536
Averages . . - 2.01 1.50 0.76 0.599

<

o
-

5 percent of the students tested.

~

kStatistics repbrted in this table a&t\?asedion a sample .of approximately

*XA11 obJectaves were measured by four jtems. : .
, .
»

a» “ N
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”
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. b oS T.b‘e ]3 )
~Grade 7* ' T <3
v Y

FREQUENCY OF CORRECTED POINT BISERIAL CORRELATION COEF?SC!ENTS . T S
- TOTAL TEST . ‘ ‘ ] -

- -
?

ry - y

READ!NG WRITING MATHEMATICS :

Upper

Lower “N=2,872 N=2,872 L . N=2,872 .
90 . .99 R o . _ — '
»80 . »89 N ) ;o B ' — ——
.70 .79 - . m— ] —_ v
.60 .69 - 2b ’ 6 9 .
-.50 .59 . . 35 Lo 210 L3 P
14 b9 . i 12 . 12 : 21
.30 .39t RN | -2, I 5 -
* vzo '29 “ ﬁ‘ -— f‘v‘ - R w ? ) - -
.10 a9 e — — : \ - .
.00 09 - f - . - .
. \ ’ \ . 5.
* Statastacs for. the Mathematics' test are based on a sample of app-rox:mately .
5 percent of the students tested. =4 ‘ )
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T .t Table ih

- . a

-
-

> Grade 7

>

x " DOMAIN®

FREQUENCY OF CO#RECTED POINT BISERVAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

- - A i
CORRELATION® »
RﬁNGE . .l. ———— e e e e s e e e
N ’ READING wR!TlNG'\* MATHEMATICS
Lower  Upper © . N=2,872 _ ~Nw2,872 N=2,872
' T..90 99 = — C
. : .80 .89 s re=T — 3
s .70 279 0 12 - \ 6 - . - 8
~ .60 - .69 » . 32 ) * ! 28 » .3‘
50 . .59 . A " 24" ¢, 16 22
R ~L'0 * ‘1'3 e 2' ' 2 ’\ —
\ ‘39 ‘39. R :-‘ — . ?
200 129 .= ‘ — -
AR . R S

D .00 .09 ! \ -
- I oo L .

A
B . - : N v -

£

] . N »
—H— T ~ N
%-Stafistics reported in this table are based on a sample
< . 5 percent of the students tested. " ‘ ‘
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FREQUENCY OF KUDER-RIC
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Table 15 = )
Grade 10% \ - _
HARDSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS | .o~

A Y

4 -

N

-
~

. CORRELATION

RANGE _

2

m—— i mwviarm v b 8w s v

-

Lower °

———

- =

Upper

<.
; “READING

. N=2,1h69

." ?N‘2,h69 . h - ) 2

. WRITING MATHEMATICS

R Y

2

Domain Objective

-

N=2, k69 .

Domain Objective Domain ‘Obje‘ttiv?e"“

= . X N ~ -
. . . T . » t " Ce
.90, .99 2 U B - 2 -
.80 .89 1 - 3 - . 3 R T
70 .79 [N 2 . 1 5 b N2
60 . .69 - ~ 8 - 7 3 - b .
N ‘50.’ »59 - - 8 - J.) ‘ o T 2
w40, b9 .- - - . 1 - -
\‘30 ‘ .39 . - - - - - -
o , +20 .29 - - - . 1 - - »
{\\in i “0 a.]9 . - -\ - — _" , ——— ] —
.OO . ,0.9 - " :‘ - N — - — -
. T N .
- h A
- > . N A §
- NI ) R -, ) N . AY
~ * Statistics reported in this table are based on a2 sample of approximately o
5 percent of the students tested. . ’ \ 4 -
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c T Table 16 . R
Q M i . N
. ' . De:criptive Skatisti;: fdr the -Grade 10" L
e <. Louisiana State»hssessnont Program )982-83 . S
Domains* s . >
. :' \ ‘ N ‘ - K
S I e g m . NN - o . B No. ofk N Stan. - Sta‘nl Errori' ? .
‘Subject’ Domain : items Mean Dev.  Measurement KR-20
Reading Vocabulary \ 8 6.26 , 2.20 0.929 0.812
. .~ «Reading Word Attack Skills 8 5.3  2.26- 1: 146 0.742 »
Reading - Comprehension . 20 . 16.38 5.03, J1.339 . ,00931
Reading " Study Sknl?s - 36 25.26 9.16. 2.314 0.94
Writing - Spelling C12 9.27 -3.07 1.201  “0.Bu9
R Writing. Capitalization - 12 .29 '3.08. . 0.857 0.914
e Writing ’ Punctuation S | - 10.96 ;_h*35" . 1,884~ 0.88)
. Writing . Languagé€é Structure 16 140.18 “ 3.80. - . 1.729) 0.831°
Writing o *Org‘anizatwn . 7 293 1.92 L 0.634 0.7hk
P - i :,...\ ‘ N N . N !‘5
Mathematics Numeratson R 2.99 1.36 0.857 ~-0.914
. Mathematics =~ Whole Number = * - 8 6.50 "2.20 0.838 0.839
- . . - y Operations : . ‘ . LT
N *  Mathematics  Fractions and 12 7 7.h6 e Y . 0.838 0,839
L0 BN Operations - - T .
© 7 - Mathematics Decimals and 16 - 11,63 b7 -, 1,433 0.902 .
. * Decimal Operations A
Mathematics Percent, Ratio, 8 L.h6 2.4 - 1,77 0.76k
- C T and Proportion . . . T ’
~ "} Mathematics  Relations and 8 .5.80 2.38 * 1.008& 0.825
. . Functions - \ e : : )
-, . Mathematics _.Measurement and - -8 4.69 2,37 1,189 0.768
. S *. Estimation 3 2,’/ ‘
. . MatheW®Mcs  Geometry . 8 4.93 2.08 1.242 ™ 0,762
. *. " _ ' Mathematics, - Problem Solving 8 L.57  2.61 1,124 0.805
o *Stattszézs reported. in thas table are based qn a sa&p)e of approximately .
R 5 perc of the: students tested T . L :
. ] . : : )
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*kAY]) object:ves were measured by four items.

- .

>

-+ kStatistics reported in this table are based onh 2 sample of approximately,
5 percent ‘of the students tested..

r, - .
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’ . Tablel] 7 -
N \ . ?: L
T Detcriptive Statistics for the Grade 10
Lovisiana Stnte Assessment Program 1982-83*
, Ra;ding Objaciivgs** - .
* : ‘ Stan. Stan. Error

. Objective T Mean Dev.  Measurement. KR-20
> VOCABULARY " | . ‘s
Word Recognition - . 2.72  1.25 0.800 0. 527
Synonyms and Antonyms 2.59 1.26 . 1 0.8 0.568

WORD ATTACK SKILLS : ’ ’
Posessaves and Plurals .~ 3.02  1.23 0.699 0.625
Affixes ) 3.24 1.7 0.602 51.670 3
N N ~ * i
. . COMPREHENS 10N . ) : .
Detaid ‘ T 2.95 1.23 0.723 0»596
Specific Information . 3.17 1.6 0.658 0.615
. Main ldea - : y 2.90 1.1 ° 0.790 , 0.566
Sequence of Events ... 2.37 .30 0.857 0.507
Predicts Outcomes . 3.06  1.22 0.684 0.621
Factual Information . 2.67 1.2} 0.834 0.547
'Propaganda Techniques’ 2.71 1.30 0.777 0.584
Author's Purpose v 2.83 | 1.27. 0.753 0.606
Dtay:ng Conclusions . 2.60 “1.28 0.815 0.58%
© STUBY SKILLS : - '

- . Graphic Materials . 3.06  1.23 0.676  0.&k0
Using a-Variety of Media 3.23 ° 1.16 . 0.622 0.659
Reference Sources 3.59 1.05 0.353 0.798
Symbols . 3:23  1.13 0.63% 0.656
Reads and Follows Directions . 3.27 1.21 0.555 0.724

- . . "

)
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\ : y. © . “Table 18 )
/ "L ') - .
. ‘ Descriptive Statistics for the Grade 10 _, . '
Louisiana State Assessment Program ]982-83*
“ - . writing Objectives** N A
’ - ; \ . Stan.  Stan.~Error
Objecygve \ o : - Mean  Dev.  Measurement KR-20
- SPELLING ~ ° ‘ S - . .
L Piural Forms of Nouns ‘ ’ 2.76  1.19 ~ 0.821 0.453 |
', Words Containing "IE" and “EI" 3.18  1.16 0.646- 0.627°
J Three or More Sy!lab)es J/i‘ 3.33 F.13 .. 0.563 0.677 .
 CAPITALIZATION e T
Proper Nouns and Adjectives ‘ ©3.36 C1.13 . 0.5L3 . 0.679
Titles and Persons . h 3.36 1. 'p.532  0.695
.Capité¥izes Titles . . 3.57 1.08 \ 0. 350 : 0{789
PUNCTUATTON * ‘ : o Do
. Quotation Marks ot 2.60 1.45 0.716 0.743
. Apostrophe o \‘ 2.k2 . 0.783 °  0.687
S Commas~an Phrases and Clauses : - 2.99 T1.26 0.693 - 0.688
e . Commas with Nonessential Elements 2.95 1.200 ", '0.747  .0.619
Lnusuiiz STRUCTURE v *
.géntencg Fragments ; . 3.1 ).30 0.601 . 0.756
un—0n Sentences . 2.66  1.39 -, 0.734 0.704
Classify and Build Sentences v 1.70  1.08 L 0.956 0.262 -
Object Pronouns . \ 2.7

1.12 . 0. Bes 0.573 °

> -

ORGAN1 ZAT 10K

Oaa{;:::ix ] : o ' 2.93  1.39 _0.63%  0.773
N h ) ‘ \ ) ‘ N

td

*Statistics reported in this table are based on a sample of approxrmately
5 percent of the students tested. . .

**All obgect:ves were measured by four items.
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. T Tableg. ° N
\ - a Descriptive ‘Statistics for the Grade 10 \
Louisiana Stata Assessnent Program 1982-83% -
Hathamatics Objectaveszi ’ -
\ S o _ ~ ag. ?S£an. Error. ~
Objective O l‘,\ean _ Dev. Measurement . KR~20 .
v NUMERAT 10N T o s
Rounding Numbers - " 2.99 1.36 0.625 0.732
s _ ~ ‘ ., S
WHOLE NUMBER OPERATIONS ‘ . :
- Add and Subtract integers ‘ \ 3.4 1.13 0.500 0.717 '
Multipty and Divide lntegerS\ ‘ . 3.09 1.26 0.635 « 0.720
| FRACTIONS AND OPERATIONS N " e
- Add and Subtract Fractions . 2.52° 1,48 0.795 = 0.760
. .»" Multiply Fractions N 2.35  1.53 ° 0.676 0.790 .. .
\\:> " Divide Fractions /? 2,41 - 1,59, 0.660 0.784 .
‘ DECIMALS AND DECIMAL OPERATIONS o Coe e R
- Convert Fractions and Decimais 2.65 1.4 0.729-° 0.693
Add apd Subtract Decimals ~ 3.44 1,20 0. hob 0.812 2 v
o +> Multiply Decimals ‘ 2.95  1.33 Y 0.666 0.723
Divide Decimals = N ¢ 2.60 1.ho 0.742 0.706
- \\ . \‘ :
© PERCENT, RAT10, AND PROPORTION _ f | :
-Fractions and JDecimals to \Percent \ 2.58  1.32 0.801 0.655
Percent of a Number . 2.35 1.45 "0.795 0.679
"RELATIONS AND FUNCTIONS . ) e .
Graphs . « . 3.27 1.16 0.588 0.737
Equations - ; 2.53  1.52 0..685 0.782
" MEASUREMENT AND ESTIMATION v
Addition and Subtraction 2.83 1.33 0.716 0.706 . .
Convert Liquid and Mass Measure 1.86 1.35 0.850 0.593 .
: GEOMETRY - . R
. ¢ "Spatial Figures and Volume ) 2.9 1.22 0.747 0.728
Periheter and Area, ° . 2,02~ 1,10 0.963 0.510 ..
PROBLEM SOLVING - - . | "
Banking and .Commission 2.30  1.h1 <. 0.80 0.666
Budgeting and Planning 2.28  1.46 - 0.774 - 0.694 _
. ” - - N ,’ - N v

*Statistics reported in thas table are based on a sample of approxtmate!y .

5 percentof the students tested.

**All-objectives were measured Qy,four i tems.
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Table 20
) ' Grade 10 - ?
FREQUENCY OF CORRECTED POINT BISERIAL CORRELAHON COEFFICIENTS “
. , - TOTAL TEST* )
CORRELATION ‘
\ RANGE* Y ‘
v . READING ' . WRITING o MATHEMAT ICS*
Lower “Upper - . N=2,h69 N=2, 469 N=2, 6469 -
. ] X ‘ > % " < ‘ v ;
.90 .99 . - a3 - el —
.80 -89 — . =" —
.70 .19 1 10 -
.60 ~69 28" ) 23 30 7
.50 .59 28 15 . 36
.%o .49 7 8 . 9
.30 .39 - 2 3 X ]
.20 .29 - B 2
.10 .19 - — —
.00 .09 o — — -
*Rounded ‘to hundredths ~ gr) ’ )
k%Statistics id&orted in this table are based on. a sample of approximgie!y

>

5 percent of the students tested.
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- . » » 1
e ) Grade 10 L o ) \
. FREQUENCY OF CORRECTED POINT -BISERIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS )
> DOMA I Nk ~ . . .
K _“_‘ T
CORRELATION \ / o
RANGE* . . . ; L
READING ym'rmc MATHEMATICS® .
Lower  Upper N=2,469 N-Z 3469 N=2,469 AR
.90 .99 - — —~ -
.80 ° . :89 . 2 7 . 3.
.70 .79 10 10 ) 28 "
-60 ;69 i 36 v 24 « - 38, s
.50 -59 X 19 1 7 ' - :
.5o .49 Sk 5. L s
.30 -39 e 1 > 2 2 . .
;20 - a29 N —— "\ K4 ] = — & h »
.10 197, _ -_— r . -_— '
.00 .09 -— y _— -— :
' . X
: - . “ t
* Rounded to hundredths . . 8 '
. i \ ' ¥ o ~ -
‘s *kStatistics repprled in this table are based on a sample of approxrmately -
.5 percent. of fhe students tested. - . -
\/ . . ‘ ) . ) N
- | » Lo
» . y )
b :
\ LS \ . T
- , : - < )
-#b : . ’V.
1y - T . N
' N ’.‘.
e 195 “
¢ b
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Mathematics:

Reading: Expé&teﬁ Ranges

Writing: Expected Ranges ='62.41

Expected Ranges = L&, 12

- 57 03 + (6 52) {Mothers' educatson)

+{-2.06) (Fathers' educatign)

+ (0.19) (% White) '

+ (0.13) (% Father White Co}lar)
#(-0.13) (% Mother White Collar)

+ 99% Confidence Limits of Mean

N\

+ {8.52) {Mothers' educati
+{(~4.11) (Fathers' educati
+ (0.14) (% white) A

+ (0.16) (% Father Whixs/Eol¥ar)
+{(=0.20) - (¥ Mother White Collar)
+ 99% Confidence Limits of Meah

+ (5.78) {(Mothers' education)

+ (0.36) (Fathers' education)

+ (0.22) (% white) ‘
+ (0.09) (% Father White Collar)

+ 99% Confidence Limits of Me&n

+{(-0.32) (% Mother White Collg:ir}

?

h ’ | fAﬁLt 22 ?
REGRESSION EQUATIONS USED 7O GENERATE EXPECTED RANGES
: wo + .\ GRADET . - - .
) . ‘ ) . ~(§ . W
kY ? -

T o

-

J
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3 - ' TABLE 23 . .
. REGRESSION EQUAT‘QN{S USED TO GENERATE EXPE TED RANGES é .
. S GRADE 10" * T
- — ' . 7 ) -
Reading: Expected Ranges ' =.50.69 + (7 210) (Mothers’ educatfon} ~ . .
o~ T T - #(=0.78) .(Fathers' educat:on) ;
s | " T4 0.17) 4% White) ’ o
+(~0.01) (¥ Father White Collar) PN -
N .. +{~0.0k) (% Mother" White Colltar) [, ~ =
- ]—J o + 99% Confidence Limits of Mean o B
v Wrztmg Expected Ranges = 45.89 +(13. 025 (Mothers® . *educataon) N - L.
. S +(=2.98) (Fathers’, Qducataon) o
. , + (0.16) (¥ white) . : S
© 4+ (0.06) (% Father Wh:te Collar) CL "
. , +(=0.31) (% Mpther White Collar) ‘
Y . o * 99% Confidence Ulimits of Mean RN R .
RN -“H N M . §" N R e . ’ A
- Mathematics: Expected Ranges = 36.60 +Ill.,92) {P\others educataon) BRSNS
.o A - < ~ " +(=0.76) (Fathers' education) . R
“ + (0.22)," (% White) . o
- S (O.Q'f Father White Col!ar) : R :
: s : Lo +(=0.38) (3. Mother White Coliar) N .l
) . T4 99% Conf:dence ertsi of Mean- R N
) -« - e RN . ) .
. - N ) - ) : N Q‘d
' Y BN N <- . + - » o
- : ). \ R ‘ b3 g . * *
IR § ) . \“1 . v)‘
| Vg e 0
- 'J - r . h ) A ) '\ éA
\ -~ : / g
. _ , . v R .
e t EN N = *_"'"" . .
> \i - i 5
- : T [N ‘ Y N s
N . . ! . ’ - & )
- - y . ‘_ A
..¥\ N ® A
EY ’ ' ; N ». . q}" L
. ‘1;) 3 L
I3 N ’ ' \ * ‘ ‘\ )
N ’ . 104 7
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’ " Table 2b S8 -
p _ Louishna Statg Anessnent Program 1982-83 ¢ ’ R
ool * ‘/ A Co.
N w " Di ritt Results 3 . ,
‘o - ¥ o Reading. - -~ © e BT
N . " o ) K B R
BN . o Average Expected Rang \ .
Parish, o ~+Grade ._Score { Lower < > Uf}:?' o
Acadia L 80.49 B1.52 . . 85.02° ° o
o s - 10, . 78.92 < 17.66 .80. 56 ' .
Allen 7 82:56 '82.60 .- 87.1h
R 110 ~75.22 78.83 . 82.43
Ascension 7 81.87 82.04 . - Bh.7V% )
10 79.56 78.38 .+ B2.34
) . : = ~ Lo oo N . ‘ . . r
Assumption 3 ~7 18.97 77.4% o 82.12°
10 S 37.8v 175.38 TR
“Avoyelles 7 812 3h 79:3%. 83. 33
- ' 10 79.39 T7.450 79.92 " )
.Bgaureg}.nrd . 73 §7.63 84.99 ". 90.31 S
T 10 7 Bh.Bh 81.63 Bu9s” -
Bienville \ 7 T 78.79 - " 78.5Y1 *81.1.\1 R o
. a0 . 75.7) 7318 78.45 :
\8cssi\ar:,. ’ 7 87.73 84.59 88.51 . . e
10 . 8by 02‘ .- 81.353 83.77 .
Caddo | "3 83 W2 79.37  ~ Bi.eb ..
Calcasieu ’ 7. 86.89 83.34 . - B5.67. .
~ 10 82.51" 79.97 81.86 .
Caldwel ] 7 85.58 - 82.63 88.11
) 10 8!..15 81.16 89.04
Cameron 7 .84.79 .. 86,33  92.92 . .
C 10 76.09 81.33, . 86.19
Catahoula A 83.93 82.29 -86.09 T .,
*10 8L.43 79.0k - B1.36
Claiborne e 7 78.34 74.06 78.00 | -
~ 10 73.35 70.00 . B .
Concordia - T " 76. M 7“8.0‘6 . " B0.6lk | B
LN 71.47 74.58 T 18.
~ ’ ke [y - li )
- 105 ’
. N - \ . .r ?
K G ; S
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Table 24 (continued) '~ =~ ' N o T A -
. ) ). :} - | . ’ | | .
DeSoto  “© . 7 =~ _ 83.28 t771.27 . =79.70
Yoo S0 T T 77.02 ©75.15 77.46
an;t Bato;w Rouge h 7 83.24 i "80.64 . ; - 8L4.02°
\ ceT Co e S [ I .»\\_73‘;3} - 7§,79 : 481,23
|- . East carroll . 7 - < 67.%9  6b.78 - 72,72
/- S S0 *70.16 ", 65186 - -70.24 "
East Feliciana 7 " 75.10 - 7138 76.83
R , 10 o, 72 bk 70.29 . 7h03.
Evangeline . . 7 L .79.69 78‘.75\ . - 82.83
. : C 10 . 1723 .75.96 - 79.96
~ Franklin N C 78,91, ,‘78.h0‘ © - 83.59
" S o 10 ©79.6h T . '76.98 0 79.23
CGrant. . 7 86.55 84.03 88.71 . v
~ Lo - w | 72.81 .. 79.83 83.49, :
tberia, = ' 7 - 82.77 80.29 ° 83.19 ¢
| _— 9 - - 78.02 78.01 9.9 ™
. .7 . lberville"® . o 7- . 82.29 o 7h.22 . 79.08
."l . - v 10 . 73.09 . 72.98 76.86
. Jackson * 7. . 83A7 T Boak 8632
r Lt e 0T 793 77.03 T 83.15
-+ Jefferson . . C 7 T 719.58 \ “ 80.97 | 84.33
_ St <10 + 78.81 - 78.84 80..96
" Jefferson Dayis. 7 - . 82.23 . 82.28  87.05
Ce T 79.73 79.61. 82.38
. . " o . - ; R *
Lafayetfe 7 87.17 . 8 89.73
‘ - "0 82.32 80.61 82“36
Lafour che , 7 - 84.75 82.78 86.01
o 10 78.48 . 78.97 81.78
LaSalle 7 s Bh.51 83.80 . 87.2%
. ~ 10 - .. +79.98 81.48 - +°  Bh.h2
Lincolin 7 85.88 82.54 , ~85.95
' S0 k.ot 80.99 86.79
Lfvi:\gstpn \ ' . 7 86.29 85.05 > 89.85
) 10 81.59 81.37 85.57

Q . 1 l O‘ ‘ N N 3 ] ‘06
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" Table 24 (cont inued)

, Madison’ : 7
: bne 10
Morkhouse - 7

\ * ¥ . . - ~‘0

- -Natchitoches A |
- s 10
Orjeans 7

. 10 -
Ouachita . 7
: 10
Plaqﬁe iﬁes I |
2 - 10
Pointe Coupee . -7
\ > ' 10
Rapides ‘ ‘ 7
10
Red River =~ =~ Vi
" T .10
+ Richiand . . -7
. 10
Sabine | 7
. 10
St. Bernard R |
§ ~ - ‘Oo
" St. Charies N 7
»10
St. Helena oo T
. 10
 St. James . ' ;» 7.
. : 10
St.” John \ ! 7
- . '30 .
St. Landry . 7
10
L N .
- St. Martin A 7
10
s
’ ’!

A

- 69.22

"68.66

E , 73.00.
7509 /7 T304

@ N

79.98
7654

7113
69.99 .

85.06
' 82.19

C o B0,
¥ 33

76.73 ©

© 7h.33
. 70.02

82,&3‘
78.86

76.43

7393

78,49
I4.83

* .800\‘1‘
7897

© 83.44

" - 80.29

- 81.87 ..

79.32

81.67
69.58

73.52
74.58

. 75.48
75.82

76.40

- 73.26

77.80
73.89~

111,

o N
. -

3

107
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" Table 24 (coptinu‘ed)) ) b=
St. Mary L R Y 955 ' 79.57 83.57"
- -~ 10 78.171 75.89 78.06
St. Tammany .- . 7 56.22 d .‘ * o B6.u6 . 91,93
- 10 82.95 . 82.02 . 85.60.
" Tan ‘f»pairoa‘ T 7 ~'76.88 . .79.67 -82.57
o f SR [ CTh99 0 < 77 79.09
X! ‘ - L
Tensas v $9.65 70.29+ -° 78.89
! ‘1‘0 <7318 69.29 . . 73.32
T;errab’(onne ~ . 7 85,46 ‘81.72 o 85‘67" :
10+ 80.30 . 78,1k 81.09- -
* - - N
Union 7 85.21 "~ -80.36 - 84
~ . ] - 10 79.90 ’ 77.31 » 81.66
Vermition S 7 . 84.20 ° . '83.49 87.01
o . 10 83.31-. 8072 - 83.09 °
v ") N R 4 »)‘
" Vernon » -7 : 88.61 . 40.70 ' 87.917 .
) " 0 gs. 1 79.87 - - 83.76 .
- Washington I 81 :92 78.66 . 81.57 _ .
- R N [ 75.07 -~ 75.16 ©19.20 0 |
Webster @ ¢ + - 7 86.76 81.h5 . 8h.1
: o 10 J7.37 - 76.98 " 79.16
west Baton Rouge . 7 ~82.04 t77..5h; ' :80.81
T L 81.98, 77:00 © .. 78.96 ]
West Carrc:n =7 8“5.00’ 81.78 - 88.28 ‘.
) 10 . 83.30 ~78.18 - - 80.62
West Feliciana . .7 83.98 77-7% 81.73
. A 10 80.88. 75.27 79.38
Winm Y7 ‘ . 87.80 ~ 81,49 o 86.90
\ , 10 . T 83.50 7931 81.19 .
"City. V¥ Monroe 7 - 77-47 S 718+ 78.30
N 10, 38,79 72.87 » 76.49 "
City of Bogalusa . 7 ‘ 8h.72. 81.88 . B4.96
o -0 " 81.89" 7847 80.56
Lab Schools - 7 - 86.45 ¢ 8o.54 , ~ 93.03
’ 10 83.02 ~ 75.99 8.7
N ‘I ' - , .
'! LT &
? - ) ? :
: 112 . .. ;" 108
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) \ * Table 25 }
v ) "‘Lo‘ouisi‘an\a S.tp‘te Ast;sqtent ‘:‘Progrm 19‘820-83\ N
NS N Di:trﬁt Results * o . S
i . writing . .
. ‘ : . Average ° g E;pected‘kange,., .
" Pparish T '~ Grade. ' .Score . Lower <-— > Upper
Acadia ) 7 ’ 79.05° - 8!.;8 ’ 853§
‘ 10 78.20 76.65 £ 79.93% .
Allen . 1 82.97 . B.26 BRI
K . 10 76.90 78.9% - 82.99 .
~"Rscension, 7 | 80.69 81010 Bh.16
. " 10 78.58 76.57 " - - 81.28°
) : . . ‘_ ) . . * ~ ¥ s
‘Assumption . N A 80.84 . - ' 78.57 . 83792 .,
. ) R - 10 76.35 v+ 7h.95 & 78.42 \
C .20 “hvoyelles | 7 , 82.71 79.37 8401 -
. e, 10 79.46 7719 79.98 - i
T . J h R *
Beauregard - N 84.75 - 83.29 7 89.36 ..
10 80.59 -80.51 BL.27 .
Bienvilie . . - 7. 80.29 - - 78.95 ", 82.28 - -
10 .7k.07 CJ4.32 ' 80.29
. ) - “
Bossier S 7 -86.11 82.10 86.57
‘ 10 81.89 78.23 80.97
Caddo oA * 83.87 79.43 82.02
10 _77.46 75. 4k 77.84
Calcasieu 7 85.61 82.06 84.72 .
- - 10 80.23 * - 78.49 , 80.6h .
" Caldwell 7 86.37 ;  81.93 88.18 -
C 10 Y B5.2h - © 80.77, 89.69
’ Cameron . 7 -84.10 84.75 S 92.27 .
| - 0 . T 7340 *80.00 © 85,51 N
’ | Catahouta ¢ 7 82,3 > 81.76 86.10
x : 10 82. 1k 78.20 80.83
Claiborne. 7 ‘82.32 - 15.77 " 80.27 -
) . 10 _77.85 -70.42 74.28
Concordia” : 7 77.57 78.67 81.61
> 0. - 75.86 73.20 - 77.5k
DeSoto 7. ~ -85.56 77,99 80.77
0, 76.92 7461 1 77:23
. R ~ T o
ﬂ 113
Q - - " ‘ - R ' * 109

~
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Table 25 (continued) . - - - . R N _
A v ¢ Cor - w~ N h et S LW .f

© 77 East- Baton Rouge vy . 8208 . - 79.47 . v83.33 \ g
we . W e, T 76462 . 76,00 .. - 78.76 N
-" : . . e N A e e, k~ N . S
.- East. Carrol} 7 k.32 . 89.52 M. 76.29 \ .
- S0t 6BL9Q . - 66.18 A & TS U T AR

2.6 . 7887 oL oan Tl

68.84 - 7308 - e

Evangeline ° : \ 7. 80:6é o 78.95 " 83»65 . o
e : 10 - ~ 78.1a "7W.66n . 79.18 t -

. East Feticiama - T 7 U 7.5
R . - : T 10 .- 73»66

Franklin. .. 9 “80.08 - *78.83 CUsk76 .
S | 0. 78.36 . 75.72 78.28 °

Grant ., o Tigeian L 81.93 87.27
o - 1 s L 7786 ~78.177 82.32 Co

. iberia SR Ly 83.01 . 80.05 © 83.36. -. R
e | 10, 77.56 . 764k . 78.60 . | \

Ibefville B B4.08 , 75.94 ?i | «Bilhg
, = o 10 . 75.%90 - 73.16 ° 1 77.56 |
L7 86.3h 79.20° 86.14 . K
| 10 79.85 75076 81.92 -
" Jefferson » 7 78.06 . 79.78  83.61 . .
~ . 00 .. 175.83 0 ¢ .7 76,05 . 78.45

Lx
N

“»

Jaék#o'n :

! - .

" Jefferson Davis ‘ ; 7 *.83.01 . 82.06 87.51 o
: 0 < 79.98 . 78.98 C 82,12 :
: Lafayette - { 7 B6.48 - - B2.b5 - 88¢86 .
. ) : S, .. 8r07. ¢ - 78.72 82.97 ~ .

Lafourche ' i 77 B3.69 . 82.04 - 85.72 -
. T S 77.70 . 77.95 sraw )

LaSalle = = o - 7. . 83.90 ';1.\ 8247 © 86.40
. o . 10 - 77‘9“ i 79' R AR 82"!5

Lincoin- =~ t 7 . Bb.22 . 81231.’( 85.20 :7
T I ) 10 & 83.54 - 79%28 85.84

[N
-+ ~
-

U~vingston‘ 7 B 7 5 ) A 6227 . " 87.75 ; ‘ 'ha;
o ~ 10 v 78.95 77.63 . Ba.ks ‘
Madison . 7T 7567 "81.04 . 719

*>

10 72.41 : 67.82 72.05

Morehouse ' . 1. 85.76 74.97 80.15 o
R . ».-t; 2 . : 10 ‘ 76‘30.‘ 72‘7)’ 75.]‘0 ) ‘ -
oL ’ /..) R . \ , - v ) . e

) N . . ‘\ s ¥ . ‘
: s . ,

. .,-, | ~~ | . | | e ./ | ) | 114 . . y | .-/") ]}0
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+ Table 25 (contigued)
. ,‘
Natchitoches . |
N . ) . 10\

»”

Orleans
. - g

. + N
™ . ' R
» - )

-

.« . s U -
‘Ouach'i ta o S
R . N . lo N
\Plgqgeﬁinég -7
c | : 10
.  Pointe Tpupee -/ 7
: . f . 10
“/f‘Rapjdés "7
St L
Red‘ﬁiver‘ ' 7
Richland ~ =~ .~ 7.
. - 10
_ Sabine 7
- 10
‘~S£..Bernard‘ 7
- 10
.. St. Charles _ - N
- 10
7 N
St. Helena 7
10
‘' St. James 1
10
St. John . .7
A < 10
\»
St. Landry 7
. 10
St. Martin 7
- ‘]03
St. Mary 7
) . 10
St. Tammany - 7
2 10
- N

-

-

B87.24
79.94

72.50

| $8.80
86,36

83.45

N p .
718.46
75.79

75.61

173.50

83.17 .
779.74

75.33

2.0

]é;i]'
77.47

“86;92
78.99~
84.93
77.60

78.88

71.75
75.06

© 83.51
 76.16 .

72.37
73§6h.

80.67 °

78.42
81.70 -

74.09

83.21
7732

83.97

80.02

w

Y811k

83,57
79.16

77.62

72.35

8672
'81.90

. 84.52 "

78.30

80.50

7h.23

84.18
78.55

' 83.05

76.90

. 83.12
. 78.75

84.18
_ 79.98

. 87.18
81,11

84.94

79.68
-~ 83,01

72.28

84,32

78.95

;f80.88~
. 78.0}

© o 81.k9
75.95

. 83.76
.*78.05

84.36

76.84

90.45
83.9%

5
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.y Table 25 (continued) s - . ) «

Wiﬁgipahoa‘ S 7 71.80 - 80.09
R : 1o, 7h.B2 . - L7647
+ Tensas . L‘7‘ AN ‘

- -
- . -

‘“i:i‘\fTeréﬁggné \~~e\1i‘. B ff‘\, \‘83.56: a \3081339\‘ff;
Union '\;‘. ] | oy "  85.07 ,fgﬁ, 79.84
v aggrmi}i;; ., g s B2
\Vernoﬁ ; .‘ | % ‘:‘ : 87.92‘ . ;' 78.73 |
4 ‘~Wiégiﬁgton}h> . | 7‘ .‘\ ‘ 8.6 - F79‘33 ',
‘Vebster.“i \ ‘;\} 7; S 85.55 ] g ‘a80.36“.

10 76.32 © 75.76.

- Qest\aaton\ROQQe ' 7 . 81.90 . 73.12
‘ . . 10 80.73 75.67

\ westjﬁarro]!\ o ’ 7. } - . 85.12 . 82.01
L 10, . B3k .- - 77.60

wesi Felitiana\‘ o 7 85.65 -0 77.27
10 - 76.67 T 71.61

s p,

“Winn o .7 - B1.5Y B1.19
N 10 83.36 77.24
N w R s ~ . ‘
~ City~of Monroe 7 : 80.06 . - 72.66
TN X ‘ 10 © 78.87 72.0k
City of Bogalusa 7 . 82.36 \‘ 30.51 .
| i - 80.46 77.07 .

- }ab’Schoo!s 7. " 87.06 \ 78.49

.4 z’,

-l
N .
. »
a2
-
~
E}

. R ,

N AN
o \ ’ l1g R}V
NBD ’ - > he . N )
PAruntext provided by eric . ' + X )



N j’ ) “ T;
- N A ; -
~ L N 3
*
. Table 26 o o ’,
) Louisiana State Assessment Program 1982-83 )
’ Y T T pistriet Results  * i
. . Mathematics 0 .o
o . o . . . 3
' » h Av;et;éée' NS .E'xpectgd Range
Parish o Grade Score. : Lower < > Upper
4 Acadia B 3 66.67  67.82 7507
‘ \ S .10 o 72,32 700100 76.1h
AMilen” . T 3 . 63.24 " 68.56 78.10
10 69.77 -~ 72.65  80.18
Astension  ° 7 - - 61.20 ‘\ ' 67.66 : 73.22;. |
T \\ 0 o 72.78 70.33 79.00
Assumption o ' . 58.57 63.07 72.90
. 0 70.86 67.67 . 7h.06 -.
Avoyelles 7. _ - 72.0h  <65.3%  73.81 -
o 10 5. 7077 . 75.82
Beauregard | , 7 18 36 69.58 80.75
- o 10 - 77.87 . 75.02 ~ B1.96
Bﬂienvil‘le > - L 7 Y 64,02 63.87 69.97
.oox ' 10 6h.51 ) 66 .4k . T77.k5
. Bossier T A 73.36 -~ 66.85 o 75‘0%7 :
i e - 10 7749 o "71.82° - 76.87
Caddo S 7 ,.\"72.31 - 63.84 ‘ 38.32 t.
. . - 10 75.56 68.0L . - J2.47
" Calcasieu ‘ 7 - 76.15 68.37 - 73.27
‘ S 10 15.58 72.59 ~ 76.55
Caldwell » - 7 80.88 -  68.11 - 79.6
' - 10 v 82.1h 72.61 89.06
Cameron b7 71.53 71.16 " 8h.99
, . .. ~ 10 68.55 - 7h:85 85.01
T. .- tatahoula~ 7 "72.01 ¢ 67.32 ©75.31
~ 10 . 79.13 1.6k _ 76.hg
: Claiborne 7 66.02 . 59.91 68.19
o, | v 10 © 67.67 . 61.96 - 69.08
’  Concordia " 7 60.24 . 63.29  6B.7
» ‘ -, 73.76 0 6k.3] 2.3
- - DeSotq - C70 7 13.7h 0 63.00 68.11
| ‘ 10 T 71.96 67.45 . . 72.28

@ \ . o 113




' ~ East “Baton Rouge

Tabie 26 (continued)

-

East Carroll
e B

. ' East Feliciana

2
Ey

Evahge!fn; : |
|
Franklin f

Grant

tberia
Iberville
Jackson
~.gefferson
J;fferson Davis
Lafayette
Lafourche
Lagalle

Lincoin -
R

-t

a' *
Livingston N
Madison

Morehouse

N
A Y
.
sy
. 2 » w_/
N

»

N
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- Table 26 (continued) N | ‘ - X . )
& Natchitoches - . 1,  i 79 96 }.Oh . 71.48
s ~ v .0 . 77.03 : 69‘%‘ ) 74.98
‘ Ogleans . ) 7 .. 56.80 - ~ 54,20 o, 62.97.
R N [ 59.4h1 . - 59.18 E3nbG
Quachita . : 9 71.85 - ° 67.93 ~ . 75.33
» : S0y 74.9% 722 ° 78.01
i “P*quemines g o 7 65.21 67.05 .  7h4.56
: .o 68.50 69.56 + Th.06
P;inte Coupee . 7 - B7.76 60.h6 . §68~".38
) 0 60.7b 61.94 68.83 -
Rapides 7 - 72.27 C67.73 72.15
\ L 10 . 76.35 70.26 73.28
Red River R 59.51 -  .62.65 .  73.33 -
E .. 10 69.65 - 65.09 - 72.80%
| ~ Richland | 7 66.83 Teu.89 . 72.0% °
- S 10 70.57 67.90 © . 74.33
Sabine ~ 7 717.99 © 65.05 71.84
. , 10 75.18 71.60°  ° 75.43
" St. Bernard ' 7 © 7375 " 67.h2 " 78.66
e 10, 75.77 - 69.53 « . 78.71
- st Chariey .~ =~ 7 ©, 66.65 --67.15 73.89
| AR S0 '71.98 . . 70.67 . 75.25
St. Helena _ - -7 62.%0 .- - 54 .86 . ‘76»99
ST 0. 653 58.59 66.73
Sf. James —_— \7 " 60.90 ‘ 55.74 72.89‘
R 0 70.43 66.45 74.50
.St. John- C.. 7 . 5346 61.45 . 68.68
- 10 62.62 68.37 73.M1
St. Landry : 7 71.93 © o 62.01 -~ 69.17
- R L . 72.02 65.09 70.64
St. Martin . 7 65.67 63.83  73.5]
o : 10 70.00 65.17 74.08
‘*‘ . . : ~ - )
St. Mary | 7 . 65.59 64,07 ©72.48
. ~ 10 71.56 67.26 ° 71.79
St. Tammany e S 71.06 69. ge . 80.85
~ 10 7413 73. 80.79
S~— . : .
R S | . INIE?J] “ 15

. . ‘
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\ Tangipghoa

Y .
Tensas -

Terrebonne
5 e
Union

Vermifion
Vernon
Washington
Webstgr
yest Bat;n Rouge
West Carroll
West fe}icia6a
Winn
- 'City of Monroe'
City of Bogalu;a

3

Lab Schools

Table 26 (continued)

AN

\

129

"\

Y&l

71.72 i

- 73.43

68.96 -
70.35

T4.36
75.74

73.16
78.68

76.11
79.15

80.25 -
7915

7i.21 ‘
77.51

71.47
73.81

68.77
72.89

80.60

76.68

70.63 - -

72.03

17.73
75.05

69.19
70.52

72.97
75.19

79.51
80.75
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S . S GLOSSARY or Assessaear TERMS =T

. AVERAGE PERCENT CORR%CT - Is determvned by d}v:dang~the total number of T
~ gquestions answered correctly by the number of students tested, then « N
multiplying by 100 to reach a useful ‘score. If every studept correct)y - Wt
answered every question, a score of Y00 could be atta:ned. If no student ~
7answered correctly, the score wou)d be zero. .- :

L]

_BACKGROUND VAR!ABLES - Student character‘st:cs that affect achiévement, ‘ A

but that cannot be altered or contro!led by ol system (e g-» : BRI
| socioeconomic status). L .

CR!TER!DN—REFERENCED TJEST — A test des:gned;to measure a part)cqlar domain -
and specific objectives within that domain.” Test results are }eported in

terms of the Hegree of student success on each- domain and eech specifit . A
. obJectIVe. . \“ oy \ . '
‘. i o~ N RN RN ’ LN “:e\
oo '«DENOGRAPH%C VARIABLES - Certa:n aspedts cf the envaronment as they relate
<« to education. ) R . N \ oy
DOMA!N - A general cateqory used to descr‘be a cluster of jectiyes cr“\ N
skills in ® given subject area. . . R S
DOMAIN TOTAL -5q{e performance on the.obgectsves w:then the dbmann. "'*5$
_ MIN!MUH STANDARD SKitL REFERENCE — Keys each skzll tested to the readnng, ~ i - \
mathematics, and wr:ttng i mum s&anderd documeﬁts e, x@ FA .
MULTiPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS - A stdtistical procedure that provides . - _ .
P estimates of the relative xmportance of background var;gbles in :nfiuencvng

student achievement. . - * . Ce

“ N COUNT - Number of students respond\ng ‘to the ¢)uster of ttems measurxng
the doma:n or objective. . !
: JOBJECT!VE - A statement of sk}ll expectataon in measurable form,\'\
v e »
OUTLiERS - A dastr;et whose average student achaevement falls below or above

the expected range ip a given skill area. * e P
» N '
PRIMARY TRAIT SYSTEM OF SCORING — A system or method of scernng wr:t:ng o .

samples or exercises, This scoring system is. descr;ptave in nature sq data
. can be reported and scoring replicated. The pr;mary graxt score essentvally

' - indicates whether or not a samp¥e of writing contaxns the tra:t it must have - .

to aceqmplush a partncular tesk. . . \

- o . «

RANGE OF EDUCAT ) ONAL EXPECTANCY ~ The expected range represents the upper

and lower limits within which a distrigt's mean score is expected to fall, =~ .

given the socioeconomic and racna!/ethnic,mekeup of its student population. ’

o

-ty ) ~

REGULAR EDUCATION - All students not rece:ying speccal educatscn services, S
. Th spec;a! education categories of g:fted/talented and: spee&h ampalred are . .
cluded in the regular edueatzon populatscn. ’ ‘,,; S . )

-

N -

. SECONDARY TRAIT SCORE - !ndncates the degree to whxch a student utxl?zes -
correct syntax, spellung, cap:taltzatxon, ‘or punctuatfﬂn ‘in a writing :
sample.

w a * '
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WRITING EXERC!SE TEST — The portion of the Louisiana State Assessment that
, reéquires a sample of .the student's wntmg u
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